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APPLICABILITY AND COMPLIANCE DATES

1. Question Does863.640(d)(4) inthe find Refinery MACT Rule exempt dl of the ventsin the catalytic
cracking unit, the cataytic reformer unit, and the sulfur plant?

Answer: Although one could conclude that this exemptionagppliesto dl of the vents in the sulfur recovery
plant, the intent of the rule was to exempt only the tail gas vent on the sulfur recovery plant, and the
regeneration vents in the catalytic reformer and catcracker units.

2. Quedtion: What date is used to determineif aunit is an existing source or a new source?

Answer: Thedeciding dateisthe proposa date of the Refinery MACT Rule (July 14, 1994). Construction
that began after that date is consi dered a new source and those sources would be subject to the new source
provisions, provided the new source potentidly emitsmorethan 10 tons per year of a specific HAP or 25
tons per year of total HAP.

For the Refinery MACT, it is going to be difficult for anybody to meet the definition of reconstructed
source. Inthe MACT Rule, the affected source isthe whole refinery.

The EPA did not envision that a reconstructed source would ever occur under the Refinery MACT rule,
given the breadth of the definition for affected "source.” In order to meet areconstructed definition, the
reconstruction cost would have to exceed 50 percent of the cost of anew refinery. If you are building a
new process unit and that process unit in and of itsdf has annua potential emissons of 10 tons of any one
HAP or 25 tons of acombination of HAP. Such an unit isanew source. Smply ingdling anew tank at
arefinery would not trigger the new source MACT definition.

3. Question: Does abrand new process unit have to be measured by itself?

Answer: Yes, if the process unit emitsonly 15 tons of a combination of HAP's per year, and no sngle
HAP emissons are 10 tpy or more, the unit isnot anew source and therefore, is subject to exiding source
MACT, not new source MACT requirements.

4. Quedion What if an exiging unit is modified in away that causes the unit to have HAP emissons
greater than 25 tons per year?

Answer: It does not make any difference becauseit isthe refinery asawhole that is the affected source--
and that unit would have been subject to existing source MACT requirementsaready. It depends onwhat
youmeanwhenyou say you' ve "modified"the process unit. If what you mean is you are doing something
that is within the origind design, it probably does not trip anything. If you go in and retool it in some
manner--you change a catayst--then it is gill subject to the requirements for existing sources. You in
essence look at how you have changed what hasto be controlled, but it never causes it to become a new



source. And if what you did instead was add a bunch of equipment, it would probably be something you
would have to consult about with your atorneys.

When we drafted these sections and a lot of the provisons under refinery applicability, we were
deliberately trying to avoid getting alot of stuff under the new source MACT requirements. We tried to
congder the normd types of changes that go onat fadilities. We did not want that to creep somebody into
new source because the definition of source is so broad. If that happened, the whole site would have to
meet the new source standard and that would have a very severe impact.

5. Quedtion Thisisaquestion about an addition after July 14, 1994 of a carbon adsorption unit a atruck
loading rack (part of SIC code 2911) in addition to another (refrigeration) control unit. Do we have until
August 18, 1998 (compliance date for existing sources) to comply or uponinitid startup (compliance date
for new sources)?

Answer: | believe that the compliance date would be August 18, 1998. Firgt, adding a carbon adsorption
unit would be considered anadd-on control device and not a new process unit. Asaresult, the equipment
that servesthe tank truck loading operation is“existing” and has until August 18, 1998 to comply.

6. Quedtion: Thisquestion hasto do with tanks and gethering linesin a crude ail fiedd with the line going
to arefinery. Do the tanks and gathering lines come under Refinery MACT?

Answer: | do not believe they do because they are not facilities classified under SIC 2911.

7. Quedtion: Was there anew definition for "equipment” in the Federa Register correction notice dated
June 12, 19967

Answer: Y es, under 863.640(d)(3), the word "equipment” was changed to "pump, compressor, pressure
relief device, sampling connection system, open-ended vave or ling, vave, or insrumentation system.”

8. Quedtion: Does potentid to emit (PTE) include controls?

Answer: EPA's genera provisons for MACT rules (40 CFR part 63, subpart A) require that only
federally-enforcesable controls be included in calculations for determining mgor source status. Inlitigation,
the court ruled that EPA did not adequately support the decision not to credit State or local controls that
arenot federaly enforceable from PTE. EPA isin the process of deciding whether to change the rule, but
it remainsin effect. However, onJanuary 25, 1995, the EPA issued atrangtion policy memo stating thet
for the period through January 1997 effective State-permitted controls are considered as effective
limitationsonyour PTE. (Note: On August 27, 1996, the EPA extended the transition period to July 31,
1998.)

Thereare dso some additiona provisions within the transitionpolicy memo that distinguishbetweensources
above or below 50 percent of mgor source status (i.e., above or below 5 tpy of any one HAP or 12-1/2
tpy of acombinationof HAP. Now, of course, for Refinery MACT thisisamost anon-issue, becausewe



probably are considering that most refineries are mgor sources of HAP emissions. Soitisredly anissue
for other MACT rules, dthough there may be afew refineries below the cutoff for potentid to emit.

9. Quedtion: If at some point intime aunit is shut down, and thenbrought back on-line severa years later,
would the unit be considered anew MACT source when it was brought back on-line, or would it till be
an exiging MACT source?

Answer: Given the definition of new source in the MACT Rule, aswell asthe definitions in the Genera
Provigons, if you have not performed any congtruction in bringing it back on-line, | do not think it would
be anew source. This Stuation would need to be researched by legd counsd beforeyou rdy on this, but
the definitions generdly require some construction activity in order to be considered subject to the new
source definition.

Of course, those "recongtruction” definitions go back to the NSPS definitions. The reconstruction must
exceed 50 percent of the cost required to build anew affected fadlity, whichunder the MACT Ruleimplies
awhole new refinery unlessyouare building a new process unit that by itsef hasHAP emissons of greater
than 10 or 25 tons per year.

10. Question: Regarding unit shutdown, if that unit has been used for netting or anything, doesit make any
difference? When | shut down that source, | used the emisson credit to net out of a prevention of
sgnificant deterioration (PSD) or new source review, and now | am not going to construct anew unit, but
| am going to restart that unit. Under the MACT Rule, how you are going to view thet activity?

Answer: The question isthat if he has used the process unit shutdown to net out of a PSD review, how
does that affect the determination? Isit anew source? Asfar asthe way the rulesare written in Part 63--
the Genera Providons definitions and the Subpart CC language--the unit is not a new source. However,
you may have a problem under PSD review. But that is separate and distinct from the Refinery MACT.

11. Quedtion: If aunitismodified or new and is subject to aNESHAP or the SOCMI HON Rule, does
the Refinery MACT Rule gpply to the unit?

Answer: If you have aunit that is subject to the HON, it is explictly stated in the Refinery Rule that you
are not subject to the Refinery MACT standard [863.640(g)(7)]. What we were trying to do in the
gpplicability sections of both of those rulesis make it very clear that you would fal under ether of those
rules, but not both.

What we have done with alot of the source categoriesthat are being addressed under the current MACT
program iswe have tried to delineate them distinctly. In other words, you cannot be both a refinery and
aSOCMI unit. 1 do not mean the plant Ste, but the same ditillation column, for example, cannot be called
both. Weexplicitly exclude HON unitsfrom gpplicability inthe Refinery MACT Rule, and excluderefinery
units from applicability in the HON.



It is possible that something could be subject to an old NESHAP, such as benzene storage (40 CFR 61,
Subpart Y), and dill be subject to the Refinery MACT standard. That is what we dedt with in those
overlap provisons. Becauseof differencesin gpplicability criteriaand requirements, you need to be careful.
But you canhave anold Part 61 NESHA P gpplying and we have tried to accommodate that in some way
S0 that you do not have the overlapping or conflicting requirements.

The modification concept does not redly change among the different rule types. You are dill an existing
source under Part 63. Now, this unit could be anew source modified unit and have some gpplicability, but
agan the overlap sections of the Ruletry to addressthat. Wewill not daim perfectionif thereisa problem.
What you need to do is contact the Agency and we will see whether or not the Rule needs some
darification. Asmany of you may be aware, we have being doing aseries of noticesonthe HON to darify
things. And if we have smilar problems here, we can make corrections to the Rule text if it isappropriate.

We need to differentiate betweenwhat happens to the unit whenyou have had a modification or aprocess
change versus what happens to an emisson point within that unit. So anindividud storage tank may bean
emissonpoint within a particular process unit. A modification to that tank would not make the unit anew
MACT source, but it could trigger changes in the individual emisson point. That iswhat we meant when
we sad to check whether the new source performance standards for that emission point can be triggered
by a modification. However, it would still not be subject to new source MACT. There is a provison
§863.640(1) explaining that if a Group 2 emission point becomes a Group 1 emission point by a process
change, it isdill anexiging unit, but the emission point that was formerly exempt would now be subject to
the existing source requirements.

An example would be a storage tank that had been storing an exempt materid. The tank's contents did
not contain HAP and had a vapor pressure below 1.5 pg, but now you have decided youare going to put
gasolineinit. Thetank isat the refinery associated withan affected unit, due to its receiving product from
aunit that produces gasoline. The gasoline has a vapor pressure above the cutoff and it contains HAP.
So now an operationd change has caused that Group 2 point emisson point to be a Group 1 emisson
point. Whereas it was exempt before, it is now subject to the controls for existing sources.

That has not changed the applicability of whether you have had some modification or process change. It
has not affected whether the unit is subject to new or exiding source requirements. Theunitisstill subject
to exigting source requirements. But that tank is now pulled into the existingM A CT source requirements
because of a process change that you made that brought it to Group 1 status. And it further explains that
if astorage tank was out of Group 1 service for awhile and thenit is brought back into Group 1 service--
and thisis referenced back in the HON 863.120--it gives you 90 daysto do an inspection to verify that
it complies with the Group 1 service you have brought the storage tank back into.

12. Quedion If you have a marine loading operation that is contiguous with a refinery, but the loading
facility is under the 10/25 tpy cutoffs, isit covered by Refinery MACT?

Answer: The answer isboth “yes’ and “no."



Yes, it is covered because the 10/25 tpy cutoffs are in the Clean Air Act. It applies to an entire
contiguous facility, and indudesarefinery and aso other things like marine loading operations or perhaps
an adjacent petrochemical complex. But within the Marine Tank Vessel MACT Rule (40 CFR 63,
Subpart Y) are gpplicability criteriathat exempt things that fal under the 10/25 tpy cutoff. So, from this
gandpoint, the answer is“no.” If you have amainetermina there that emits less than 10/25 tpy, you do
not have to worry about it. But you can contral it if you want to help out the refinery under the emissions
averaging provisons.

Again, the“no” part of the answer pertains to the marine loading requirements. Y ou do not under that
rule have to gpply controls unlessthe loading area is mgjor in and of itsdf. Without explaining, there is
genera gpplicability of the Stesto MACT standards. That iswithinthe statute. But withintherulewe have
some cutoffs that define which things have to be controlled and that is where the “no” answer arises.

13. Question: If fuel loading docks are not contiguous with arefinery, what is the compliance date?
Answer: Firg of dl, you would have to check the gpplicability provisons of the Marine Tank Vessdl
MACT Rule for astand-done marine facility or amarine facility in conjunction with a gasoline marketing
termind, becausethat rule has specific gpplicability criteria and dates associated withit. ItisbothaRACT
rueand aMACT rule. The compliance datesfor RACT are 3 yearsfromthe promulgation of thefind rule,
so that would be September 1998. The MACT Rule dlows 4 years, which is September 1999.

14. Quedtion: For aloading rack at agasoline distribution facility, isthe compliance date December 1997
or isit August 19987

Answer: If theloading rack is contiguous with the refinery and under common control, it would have the
SIC code 2911. Then the compliance date for the rack is August 18, 1998. If you are an independent
loading fadility (i.e., astand-adone bulk gasoline terminal) under the Gasoline Didribution(Stage 1) MACT
Rule (40 CFR 63, Subpart R), then you would be under the 1997 compliance date.

15. Quedtion Does the fud gas exemption apply to process units that are subject to new source
performance standard Subpart GGG, Equipment Lesks of VOC in Petroleum Refineries?

Answer: The EPA modified Subpart VV and the Subpart GGG cross-referencesto Subpart VV. Many
years ago when the EPA prepared the equipment legk rules, they had one generic equipment leak rule,
Subpart VV. All Subpat GGG redly did was define the affected facilities and make some unique
definitions for refineries. Then the rule pointed you back to Subpart V'V for the requirement.

Unfortunately, we did not modify 40 CFR 61, Subpart J, the benzene equipment leaks rule. The EPA
would liketo get dl the equipment leak rules pulled together to acommonset of provisons to reduce some
of the complexity, but has not had the resources to do this.

16. Question: Would crude tanks and find product blend tanks that are separated from the process unit
by being the next step in blending be regulated under Refinery MACT?



Answer: 1t would be difficult to argue that a crude tank is not feeding a unit of the refinery or that a product
tank is not receiving from arefinery unit. So | do not think that you would be able to argue that they are
somehow separated. If they are contiguous and under common control, they are subject to the Refinery
MACT Rule.

17. Quedion Thereis aloading rack at a refinery, and there are no storage tanks associated with it.
Would the rack have to comply with the Refinery MACT Rule?

Answer: The answer is"yes" provided the rack isunder SIC code 2911, it loads more gasoline than the
goplicability cutoff, and its emissons are greater than the gpplicability cutoff. Soif the loading rack is not
under SIC code 2911, you need to see whether the applicability cutoffs are achieved.

18. Question: Can compliance plans for exiging MACT requirements be as sSmple as indicating thet the
compliance date for sources will be met?

Answer: | think that in generd the answer isthat compliance plans canbe as Smple asthat; however, you
want to congder the fact that if there are possibilities where you want to ask for an extengon, there are
timesthat requirements have to be met prior to asking for that date. Other Situationsmay occur whereyour
compliance plans impact other rules where you may want to be alittle bit more specific than that so that
there are no surprises for either you or the agency as the compliance date approaches.

Also, if youhave severa options or flexibilities given to you on how to comply, you might ether make the
sdection in your Title V' permit ahead of time or indicate that those options are available and you will make
your sdlection with the compliance demondtration. 'Y ou should make clear how you plan to demonstrate
compliance.

19. Question: How do you caculatethe cost basisto determinewhether you havetriggered reconstruction
under NSPS and also under Refinery MACT?

Answer: Asunder the NSPSrules, you look a what is defined asthe affected facility. And then you have
to determine what the replacement cost of that facility would be. If you have expended more than 50
percent of the capital cost to replace that affected facility, then it is considered "reconstructed.” 1t can be
complicated depending onwhereyou are. Let usjust say you have spent morethan50 percent of the cost
of anew FCCU. Then it would be considered a reconstructed FCCU and subject to Subpart J of Part
60 (NSPS). However, for Refinery MACT you would haveto exceed 50 percent of the replacement cost
of dl the process operations at your refinery site, Snce the affected facility is the entirerefinery fadlity. So
the typicd refinery would have to basicaly rebuild the facility before they would trigger recongtruction.

So | think it isvery unlikely, unless you are atiny facility that you would ever trigger reconstructionunder
the Refinery MACT standard. But under NSPS; the definition of the affected facility is much smdler and
it is much more likely you would have a reconstructed affected facility.



20. Quedtion: |Isthe compliance date for submitting startup, shutdown, and mafunctionplans (SSMP's)
March 16, 1997?

Answer: No, there is no deadline date for submittingaplan. Infact, the plansdo not haveto be submitted
for gpprova to anyone. They arefor the facility'suse. It isrequired that you have them, but you do not
submit them. They must be made available for ingpection in the event that a State or Federal inspector
requests to seeit, and they can request that certain changes be made if the plan isfound to be deficient.
But thereis no requirement to submit it for gpprova.

21. Question: Please provide the reference (or additiond details) onconsolidating methyl tert-butyl ether
(MTBE) unitsunder the Refinery MACT rule instead of the SOCM 1 HON (40 CFR part 63, Subpart G).
(Voal. 1, p. 86)

Answer: If a source has a unit that is primarily a petroleum refining process unit, but produces some
MTBE, then the unit is subject to the Refinery MACT rule. The converse is adso true. If you have a
process unit that produces predominantly MTBE, then the unit is subject to the SOCMI HON MACT.
Therefore, a source must ask itsdf the following question, "What isthe predominant product produced by
thisprocess unit?' If it is a petroleum refining type product, thenthe unit is subject to the Refinery MACT.
If it isaSOCMI product (e.g., MTBE), then the unit is subject to the SOCMI HON MACT.

Please conault the Refinery MACT preamble in the Federd Regigter,

60 FR 43253 (or page 14 of the handouts in the workbook). There is a discussion in the preamble
regarding this subject under the section entitled "Overlgoping Regulations.” As discussed previoudy, the
primary product produced by the process unit governs which MACT rule applies.

22. Quedtion Doesthe EPA have aposition on whether MTBE plantswhich a so produce ethyl tert-butyl
ether (ETBE) are subject to the SOCMI HON MACT or the Refinery MACT?

Answer: Similar to the previous question, the facility must ask itsdf, what is the predominant product
produced by this process unit? Units producing M TBE (aHAP) are subject to the SOCMI HON MACT,
but ETBE (anon-HAP) is not subject to any MACT standard. Additiond citations on this subject arein
the Refinery MACT preamble on page 43253 in the left column (see Overlgpping Regulations). Thereis
aso some discussion in the background information document (BID).

23. Quedtion: If arefinery has emissons under 10 megagrams (Mg) of benzene per year from itswaste
operations (i.e., isexempt fromthe Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP), isthe refinery exempt fromthe
Refinery MACT?

Answer: If arefinery is below the benzene threshold for the Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP
(BWON), it is not required to control itswaste operations under Refinery MACT. The Refinery MACT
standard appliesto dl refineriesthat are or are part of amgjor source, as defined insection 112 of the Act.



24. Quedtion We have an off-dte feed tank containing HAP that is feeding arefinery unit. Isthe tank
subject to the Refinery MACT?

Answer: If thetank is not part of the plant Site, the tank may not be subject to the Refinery MACT rule
regulating that plant te. If thetank is at another refinery, then the tank may be subject to the Refinery
MACT. However, the tank would not be your concern sinceiit is not located at your refinery. If thetank
isnot at arefinery but smply out somewhere sanding aone (i.e., not part of amgor source), the tank may
not be subject to any of the MACT standards that are currently promulgated.

25. Quedtion: Are Research & Development (R&D) units subject to the Refinery MACT? If so, does
thisinclude pilot plants?

Answer: Section 63.640(g)(1) of the Refinery MACT rule exempts R& D units. See 60 FR 43266 in the
Refinery MACT (863.641), wherea" Research and devel opment fadility isdefined as"laboratory and pilot
plant operations whose primary purpose is to conduct research and devel opment into new processes and
products, wherethe operations are under the close supervison of technicaly trained personnd, and isnot
engaged in the manufacture of products for commercid sde, except in ade minimis manner.”

26. Question: Please explain the differences between the terms "Group 1" and "Group 2."

Answer: In 863.641 of the Refinery MACT rule, there are anumber of definitions for different types of
"Group 1" equipment. For example, to bea"Group 1 storagevessd,” the storage vessal must meet volume
criteria, HAP liquid concentrationcriteria, and product vapor pressure criteria. Storage vesselsthat do not
meet "Group 1" are categorized as " Group 2 storage vessals™ This classification dso gpplies to loading
racks, marine tank vessals, miscellaneous process vents, and wastewater streams. “ Group 2" equipment
is not subject to the rule' s control requirements.

27. Quedion What are the advantages and disadvantages of including achemica manufacturing process
unit under the Refinery MACT (instead of the SOCMI HON MACT)?

Answer: It isimportant to note that which MACT the chemicd manufacturing process unit is subject to
is determined based onthe predominant product produced, not whichis more advantageous for the fadility.
To answer the question, one advantage is that maintaining compliance (monitoring, recordkeeping,
reporting, etc.) isless complex if dl the units a arefinery are subject to the Refinery MACT rule.

28. Quedtion: If amgor HAP source (source exceeding the 10/25 tpy threshold) reducesits potentia
emissons below the 10/25 tpy threshold, will the relevant MACT rule for that source no longer be
gpplicable? Or isit "once mgor -- dways mgor"? Does the same principle apply for a source subject
to Title V or can asource drop out of TitleV at alater date by reducing its emissons?

Answer: For MACT gtandards, the answer is"oncein -- dwaysin". However, arefinery source has until
August 18, 1998 to demongtrate to the EPA that it emits below the 10/25 tpy threshold. For dl MACT
regulations, a source does not have to declare its mgor source status until the first compliance date. The



officd first compliance date for Gasoline Digtribution MACT for terminas was originaly December 14,
1995 but it was extended until December 15, 1997 (61 FR 7718).

29. Quedtion: The regulation requires storage vessds with floating roofs to be brought into compliance
within 10 years or a the first degassing and cleaning activity, which ever isfirst. By when should Storage
vessals with floating roofs that do not require a degassing to be brought into compliance?

Answer: The intent in dlowing up to 10 years for floating roof vessals to be brought into compliance was
to avoid Stuations where bringing a vessdl into compliance by August 18, 1998 would, in the short term,
result in greater emissons. Such Stuaions can occur when vessels with floating roofs must be degassed
and cleaned before sedl's can be upgraded. The emissons from degassing and cleaning are greater than
the emissions that would be reduced by the upgraded seds. This compliance extensonwas not intended
to be applied to all vessals. For example, if a vessl is degassed and cleaned in less than 10 years after
August 18, 1998, the vessel must be brought into compliance at that time. To be consstent with theintent
of the regulation, storage vessels that do not require degassing to be brought into compliance should bein
compliance with the regulation by the August 18, 1998 compliance date.

30. Question: Are vents from an asphdt oxidizer systema process vent under the Refinery MACT of will
they be covered by the upcoming asphat MACT?

Answer: Vents from asphat oxidizers are not pecificdly exempted from the gpplicability of the Refinery
MACT. Currently, EPA is not intending to include asphdt oxidation units at refineries in the Asphat
Roofing and Process ng NESHA P, whichhas not yet been proposed. Itisagpparent that ventsfrom asphat
oxidationsystems, if they meet the definitionof amiscdlaneous process vent, are subject to the provisions
of the Refinery MACT.

31. Sections 63.642 (g), (i), and (k) appear to be in conflict. If an existing refinery complies with the
requirements in 63.642(k), does it aso have to comply with 63.642(g)? Our concern is that 63.642(Q)
contains the word “shdl” whereas 63.642(k) contains “may.”

Answer: Wedo not believe thereis a conflict in these paragraphs.  Section 63.642(k) uses the word
“may” becauseitis an option to use point by point compliance. Paragraph (i) of this section expressesthe
obligation to meet the standard expressed in 63.642(g) by using ether the provisonsin paragraph (k) or
use the emissions averaging provisons inparagraph (1) for some of the emission points and paragraph (k)
for the other points.  If we had drafted paragraph (k) using “shdl,” that would have meset that everyone
would have to use the point by point compliance, which was not the intent of the rule.

Paragraph (g) of 63.642 does not establish separate enforceable conditions. In fact, following the
equation we have a satement that the emisson leve represented by the equation is not fixed and may
change. Paragraph (i) of 63.642 aso specifiesthat the owner or operator is to demonstrate compliance
with the equation in (g) by complying with paragraph (k) or by complying with a combination of the
provisons in paragraph () and paragraph (k). It is difficult to understand how there can be
misunderstanding of the compliance demongration requirement here.
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STORAGE TANKS

1. Quedtion: Doesthe Refinery MACT Rule require controls on tanks that might be used for emergency
blowdown or shutdowns, such as dop tanks or blowdown-shutdown tanks?

Answer: Theterms“dop” and “dop oil” areusedin alot of different ways. If itisadop tank or dop ol
tank that is part of your wastewater facility, then you would need to check for applicability under the
benzene waste operationsrule. By the definition in Refinery MACT, it is not a Refinery MACT Storage
tank. Thetank is exempt from Refinery MACT storage tank provisonsif it isa wastewater tank, but you
thenhave to check the wastewater provisons whichinvokethe Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP and
seeif it issubject to those regulations.

For a blowdown-shutdown tank, if that is the only occurrence under which it quaifies as Group 1
service, thenl would read it asfdling under that exemption for only incurring that service for temporary or
process upsets. | would caution that you should include that eventudity in your startup, shutdown, and
mafunctionplan. To conclude, the blowdown-shutdown tank is not subject to the Refinery MACT control
requirements, but you need to say that clearly in your SSMP.

2. Quedion: We have ariveted gasoline tank il inuse. Isthere anything in the Refinery MACT Rule
preventing use of ariveted tank aslong asit has proper roof and sedl controls?

Answer: Thereisno prohibitiononariveted tank; however, | would cautionthat inchecking your sedl gap
requirements, you may have more difficulty meeting the sed gap requirements with the riveted tank. But
there is nathing that prohibits the riveted tank per se if you can indal arim sed that meets the gap
requirements.

3. Quedtion Doesthe MACT Rule for storage tanks require secondary seals onexiding internd floating
roof tanks? (Val. I, p. 106)

Answer: For an exiging MACT source, the answer is "sometimes.”  As shown in the flow diagrams
(workshop notebook) for storage tanks, the tank hasrim seal requirements. If theinternd floating roof tank
(IFRT) is equipped with a liquid-mounted or mechanical-shoe primary sed, the IFRT does not need a
secondary sedl to be in compliance with the Refinery MACT. However if the IFRT is equipped with a
vapor-mounted primary seal, a secondary seal must beinddled to be in compliance. Also, if the IFRT is
equipped withaflexible wiper primary sedl, whichis commonon many interna floaters, thenthe tank would
require a secondary sedl to be in compliance.

4. Quedion The storage tank provisonsin 8§63.646(a) of the Refinery MACT rule do not specificaly
state that the requirements of 863.119(a)(2) do not apply, which says that a closed vent system in some
control devices is required if the maximum true vapor pressure (TVP) is greater than 11.1 psia. Isthis
correct?
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Answer: Yes. All of the EPA regulaionsfor storage tanks have provisonsthat do not dlow tanks storing
productswitha TVP greater than11.1 psato control emissonswith afloating roof. The rationae for the
11.1 psiacutoff isthat productswitha TV P that highare closeto bailing a atmospheric conditions. Since
floating roofs are not suitable controlsif the liquid stock is bailing, the 11.1 psia cutoff isintended to keep
asource goring liquid stock with ahigh TVP from using afloating roof. Keep in mind that the 11.1 psa
cutoff is the maximum monthly true vapor pressure as opposed to Reid vapor pressure (RVP), whichisthe
vapor pressure of aliquid measured at 100°F. So do not be confused into thinking that if you have tanks
that store 11 RVP gasoline, you must use a control device instead of afloating roof.

5. Quedion Clarify that the gaseous streams from storage vessdls that are routed to fuel gas streams
qudify for performance testing, monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting (MR&R), €tc.

Answer: Storage vessalsthat have their gaseous stream routed to afuel gas stream arenot required to do
performance teing, MR&R, etc. Section 63.646(b), the Refinery MACT storage vessd provisons,
indicatesthat the definitions in 863.641 take precedence over the HON ddfinitions (863.119). 1n 863.641,
a closed-vent system, by definition, excludes the plant fuel gas sysem. The 6/12/96 corrections add an
exemption {63.640(d)(5)} for dl emisson points routed to afuel gas system.

6. Question Whenwould anew tank receiving HAP be required to meet new source MACT Standards?
Only a anew refinery?

Answer: Yes. A new tank indaled a an exiding refinery is not a new MACT source. The tank is not
subject to the new Refinery MACT standards unless it is built at a new refinery. However, the tank is
subject to the NSPS requirements in 40 CFR 60, Subpart Kb.

7. Quedtion Doesthe EPA agree that the Refinery MACT rule does not preclude internd ingpections
being made by entering atank in service and ingpecting the floating roof
from the top side (implying no degassing of the tank prior to ingpection)?

Answer: Nothinginthe Refinery MACT precludesinternd ingpectionsfrom being made by entering atank

inservice and ingpecting fromthe top sde of the floating roof. There may be an assumptionthat youwould

only perform the internd ingpection when the tank is out of service, but if the source intends to keep the

tank inservicefor 10 years and does not plan to take it out of service, the source is ill required to do an
internad inspection. Keep in mind that there is a safety consideration, since the tank is considered a
"confined space” Therefore, you will have to follow Occupationd Safety and Hedlth Adminigtration
(OSHA) procedures for entering a confined space.

8. Quedtion: If astorage tank is degassed on 8/16/98 pursuant to a routine maintenance schedule, and
maintenanceis not completed by 8/18/98 (initid compliance date), must the storage tank be incompliance
at completion of these maintenance activities? The rule (863.640) says that tanks mugt be brought into
compliance a the "next degassng.”
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Answer: The darifications published 6/12/96 stipulate that a floating roof storage vessdl shall be in
compliance “a the firs degassng and deaning activity after August 18, 1998". While this could be
construed asthe first degassing initisted after 8/18/98, amore consarvative interpretationwould be the first
time that the tank isina degassed and cleaned condition after 8/18/98. Under the latter interpretation, the
tank inquestionwould have to be incompliance at completion of maintenance ctivitiesthat are inprogress
in 8/18/98. Note that for afixed roof tank (no floating roof), it must be in compliance prior to 8/18/98.

9. Quedtion: Assume that a tank switches between containing "Group 1" and "Group 2" liquids. Since
"Group 1" liquids are in the tank, it is impacted by the Refinery MACT rule. However, what are the
requirements for the tank when the "Group 2" liquid isin the tank?

Answer: There are not any expressed provisions for discontinuing "Group 1" requirementswhile the tank
isin"Group 2' sarvice in the Refinery MACT. However, 863.120(b)(1)(iv) in 40 CFR 63, Subpart G,
which addresses resuming sed gap ingpections when atank is returned to "Group 1" service, doesimply
that while the tank was out of Group 1 service, it was not subject to the ingpectionrequirements. Section
63.120(b)(1)(iv) saysthat "tanks ceasing to store HAP liquidsmeeting the Group 1 vapor pressure criteria
for 1 year or more shall resume the compliance schedule of measurements within 90 days of returning to
Group 1 HAPs service" That provison implies a discontinuation of "Group 1" requirements only by
inference.

10. Quedtion: Are underground storage tanks and bulk tanks provided by vendors considered storage
vesHls?

Answer: Thedefinitionin §63.641 saysa"storage vessel meansatank or other vessdl that isused to store
organic liquids that are in organic HAP service" The definition does not make any distinction about
whether the tank is an aboveground tank, an underground tank, or avendor supplied tank. Therefore, if
the tank is assgned to an affected unit and exceeds the "Group 1" cutoffs, then the tank is a "Group 1"
storage vessd.

Additiona information: Subpart Kb excludes

- vessd located at bulk gasoline plants,

- storage vessals located at gasoline service stations, and
- subsurface caverns or porous rock reservoirs.

11. Quedion If atank contains primarily an inorganic materia or a materid that does not meet the 4
percent HAP criteria (in other words, is not a "Group 1" liquid) but also contains a hydrocarbon layer
whichisa"Group 1" liquid, how does one cdculatethe TVP and HAP content to determine if the tank is
subject to"Group 1" or "Group 2" requirements? Isthe calculation based on the average of thetota liquid
contents in the tank or the average of the hydrocarbon layer that is on top of the liquid?

Answer: Stratificationof amulti component liquid is not specificaly addressed in therule. 1t isacomplex
issue whichdoesnot have anintuitivey “ most stringent” resolution. For example, thetop layer isthelightest
and typicdly the mogt voldile component, but a heavier layer may have a higher HAP content.
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Furthermore, if the top layer isamulticomponent hydrocarbonlayer that is not very deep, it will experience
sgnificant change inpropertiesasit weathers. Thisis part of the reason for tanks storing wastewater being
governed by the wastewater provisons (where gpplicability is determined by concentration and flow rate)
rather than under the storage tank provisons. The scenario raised in the question would typicdly fall
outsdethe storage tank provisons of the Refinery MACT. Inthoseinfrequent cases where atank subject
to sgnificant dratification is governed by Refinery MACT, there is no requirement to use anything other
than the average properties in determining applicability.

12. Quedtion A fadility hasa storage vessel with a capacity greater than 177 cubic meters (approximately
47,000 galons). The vessd currently meetsthe criteriafor a Group 1 storage vessd. Could the facility
limit the capacity of the vessdl to lessthan 177 cubic metersin order to reclassfy it asa Group 2 storage
vessd, diminaing the gpplicability of control requirements and reducing recordkeeping and reporting
requirements? Two options proposed for limiting the capacity of the vessel are maintaining adaily record
of the amount of materia stored in the vessdl to demondirate that it isnot being operated above the Group
1 goplicahility cut-off level; and ingaling an overflow line in the vessal which would limit the operationa
capacity of the vessd.

Answer: Although the Refinery MACT uses the term “design storage capacity” (DSC) in dating the Size
cut-off for existing and new sources, the term is not defined in the Refinery MACT. Review of previous
EPA determinations of the definitions of storage vessel “ capacity” and “design capacity” terms indicate that
the following definition of storage vessd “ cgpacity”, “design cgpacity”, or DSC should be used for NSPS
part 60 subpart Kaand Kb storage vessel gpplicability determinations:

“Design capacity, as used in 40 C.F.R. Part 60 Subpart Kb and Capacity, used in 40
C.F.R. Part 60 Subpart Kadhdl meanthe internd cross-sectional area of atank multiplied
by the interna height of the tank shell and shdl be reported in cubic meters. Operationd
redrictions such as desgn liquid levels and oveflow vave heights shdl not be a
consideration in determining internd heights and shdl not impact the cdculations. The
nomina capacity assgned by the tank manufacturer shdl only be used to assess capacity
or design capacity if atank is not close to a Size of regulatory concern.”

The above quoted Sze gpplicahility criteria for storage vessals, possibly gpplicable to 40 CFR part 60, will
aso be used for 40 CFR part 63 subpart CC Group 1 storage vessel applicability determinations.
According to the applicability criteria, the two options proposed for limiting the volume of the vessel are
operational redtrictions whichshould not be consdered in determining design capacity. Therefore, neither
of the two proposed options would alow afadility to reduce the design capacity of avessdl inorder to dter
the group status of the vessd!.

13. Quedtion: Isit true that the true vapor pressure (TVP) of the entire mixture in astorage vessd is used

to determine whether the vessal is Group 1 or Group 2, but to determine whether or not a closed vent
system and control device is required, only the partia pressure of the HAPs is consdered?
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Answer: That iscorrect. The gpplicability criteriafor Group 1 Storage vessels include the vapor pressure
cutoffs of greater thanor equa to 10.4 kilopascals (kPa) for the stored liquid maximum true vapor pressure
and greater than or equal to 8.3 kPafor the stored liquid annual average true vapor pressure. If avessd
is determined to meet the criteria for a Group 1 storage vessd, emissons from the vessel must be
controlled. If the maximum true vapor pressure of the total organic HAP in the stored liquid isless than
76.6 kPa, the vessal may be controlled usng an external floating roof, and interna floating roof or a closed
vent system routed to a control device or anequivaent control. 1f the maximum true vapor pressure of the
total organic HAP is greater than or equa to 76.6 kPa, the vessd must be controlled with a closed vent
system and control device or equivaent control.

14. Question: Should seal measurements be cons dered a maintenance activity? Secondary sedls are not
in compliance with gap requirements when they are temporarily pulled back during primary seal gap
measurements.

Answer: The Refinery MACT referencesaprovisonof the HON that specificaly exemptssecondary seds
fromseal gap requirementswhile the seal istemporarily pulled back during primary seal gap measurements.
Through arecent revisonto therule (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998), this exemption has been extended
to storage vesds that are subject to the Refinery MACT and 40 CFR part 60 subpart Kb and are
complying with the requirements of subpart Kb.

15. How should the source monitor and document whether thelevel of thefuel inthe storagetank isbelow
thelegs (e.g., 63.119(c)(3) & (4))?

Answer: There is no monitoring or recordkeeping requirement corresponding to the requirement in
63.119(c)(3) and (4). If thislevd is belowthe legheaght setting, thenthe owner needs to comply with the
gpplicable provisons of therule. Thisisacommonsensetype of requirement that the roof only be resting
onits legs if empty (i.e during initid fill, after being emptied and degassed or before being refilled after
being completely emptied). If theroof continuesto rest onitslegsafter being filled, theliquid would lie ON
TOP of the roof, whichof coursewould be aviolaion. ThePerson filling the tank should be ableto insure
that this requirement is met.

16. What is the difference between nomina tank diameter and tank diameter pursuant to 63.120(b)(4)?
Answer: Thereis no difference between nomina tank diameter and tank diameter in 63.120(b)(4).

17. What does*“emptied” mean asin 63.119(c)(3) and 63.646(a)? Doesthis mean no product in thetank
or that the source is unable to pull product fromthe tank? How many days does atank need to be empty
to be “emptied” if the fuel level drops on aregular bass because of high throughputs'turnovers?
Answer: Emptied means the tank has no more product init except for wal clingage or pools due to tank
bottom irregularities.  There is no set number of days that a tank must be empty to be "emptied”. If it
meets the definition of empty (no product except wal clingage and pools due to bottom irregularity) then
it isempty, period.
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18. For older tanks, how do we determine the recommended setting for pressure if there is no exising
documentation and the manufacturer is out of business (e.g., 63.646(f)(2))?

Answer: Paragraph 63.646(f)(2) addresses the need of rim space vents to openincertain Stuations, like
when afloating roof is being floated to release the gas beneath the roof and primary sedl. The setting at
whichthe rim space vent opens is more dependent onthe need to vert the gas beneath the floating roof than
the specific manufacturer’ s recommended setting. Therefore, the pressure settings of other smilar devices
should suffice to determine the necessary setting for avent for which no information is available.

19. What isyour expectationfor companies to maintain required records for emptying and refilling tanks
asin 63.119(c)(3)?

Answer: Section 63.119 does not require records be kept in such situations.
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SECTION 4
PROCESS VENT CONTROLS

1. Quedtion Can aprocess vent be routed to anew source performance standard heater firebox without
additional monitoring, for example SO, stack monitoring, if the fud gas is aready monitored for H,S
content?

Answer: Thereareno requirementsin the Refinery MACT Ruleto monitor for H,S. However, you should
check your local and State agenciesto find out if they are going to make you monitor for SO, when you
add that extravent. Thiswill be anissue that isdrivenby new source performance standards, and not by
Refinery MACT. There are no requirementsin Refinery MACT for you to monitor anything in the stack
of aheater or boiler. Y ou monitor thetemperaturein thefirebox if theboiler or process heater hasadesign
capacity <44 megawatts and the vent stream is not introduced into the flane zone. So Refinery MACT
will not require you to dothat, but | do not know for sure the answer to that for new source performance
standards.

2. Quedtion: If asteam eductor is used gtrictly for startup, is the eductor excluded?
Answer: Yes dartup vents are specificaly excluded from Refinery MACT.

3. Quedtion: Would FCCU reciprocating compressor vents that are piped to a steam eductor vent pipe
be considered a process vent? (Assume the VOC emission rateis over 72 pounds per day).

Answer: Inthat case, yes, itis. If the FCCU's continuous vent rel eases to the atmosphere, the vent isone
of the specificdly liged vent streams. At that emission rate, you would probably have to route the Stream
to acontrol device.

4. Quedtion Arethere any requirements to monitor flow fromprocess ventsrouted to a control device?

Answer: No, the only requirement for monitoring flow isif the control device has a bypass stack. You
either have to monitor for flow in the bypass stack to prove there is not any flow, or youhave to closethe
bypass stack car-sedl and monitor that the sedl islocked shut so that any flow cannot bypass the control
device. There are no requirementsto monitor flow inany of these control devices unlessyou propose that
as an aternate method of control.

5. Quedtion: Are process vents from Remediation or recovered oil systems a refineries covered by the
MACT requirementsin process vents?

Answer: The Refinery MACT Rule was written to apply to refining operations and production activities.
The rule does not address process vents for activities such as Remediation. For example, process vents
for recovering subsurface hydrocarbons and separating the hydrocarbons at the surface would not be
covered by the MACT rule.
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6. Quedtion Inthe examples provided, please confirm that process vents are not open pressure relief
vave vents. What controls does Refinery MACT impose on open pressure relief valve vents?

Answer: If you are taking about the vent that is Stting on a didtillation column designed to keep the unit
fromexploding whenthe pressure has been exceeded, the rule does not apply. However, if you aretaking
about a vent that Sts on top of the reactor and controls the pressure of that operation by periodically
discharging to the atmosphere, then there is an argument that the vent isa process vent. If you are talking
about the real safety valve, that is covered by the leak detection and repair portion of the Rule, which
bas caly requiresyouto monitor it within so many days of the vent lifting. But if you aretalking about those
things that are fairly predictablein rdieving, if it has more than 20 parts per million and meets the mass
loading criteriain the rule, it probably is going to be consdered a process vent.

If the tank is controlled by being routed through a closed vent system, it may be advisable for safety
purposes to put a pressure relief vent onthetank. If that pressure relief vent is set at a higher setting than
the normd operating flow through the closed vent system and it is only on there for safety purposes, it
would fal under that same exemption as a safety device. But thereisarequirement that the fixed roof be
inspected, sothe closed vent should be closed tight enough to not exceed the 500 ppm sniffer ingpection
that is required.

7. Question: What about sedl pots (the pots that are associated withoverhead accumulators)? They are
actudly atype of pressure rdief device by holding back pressure by the liquid itsdlf. They possibly could
detain materid thet it is holding back, like gases. Assuming that the vent exceeded the minimum HAP
release rate, would it be considered a process vent coming out at the top of the car-sed because it is
probably continuous?

Answer: Yes, if thevent meetsthe 20 parts per million concentration and the 72 pounds per day massrate.

8. Quedion Why are larger process heaters presumed to be better at HAP destruction than smdler
heaters (that is, less than 44 megawaitt heaters)? If the reason is resdence time, is there a method to
“certify” smdler heaters as having aresidence time greater than or equal to 0.5 seconds so that smdler
heaters could be used for HAP destruction without performance testing?

Answer: The cut between process heaters greater than 44 megawatts and |lessthan 44 megawattsis based
on data that were collected in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, by the EPA’ s Office of Research and
Deveopment (ORD) and a FACA committee invalving industry representatives. The ORD's (and the
committee's) data showed a strong satistical relationship for controlling HAP's when consdering the
combination of the turbulenceinthe combustor and the resdence time. From these data, they could make
abreak at 44 megawatts.

Anytime youdo this sort of andlysis, somebody could have made ajudgment cal a a different point. But
regardless of arguing about the old data and whether or not it is relevant today, it isimportant to look at
the definition of "flame zone"' in the Rule, because this redtriction is not terribly limiting. If the vent stream
isintroduced into the flame zone, thereis no requirement to do any performance test. The EPA worked
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with Exxon and the APl committee on clarifying that definition so it would not be interpreted as requiring
you to fire this process heater or boiler exclusively on this vent stream. As long as the vent stream is
directed into that flame zone, that is sufficient. 'Y ou do not need to do a performance test.

When we were writing the Rule last year, we thought that with this revison to the wording, very few
process heaters were going to be subject to performance testing.

9. Quedtion: If an accumulator overhead goesto the fuel gas compressor, what normally happens when
the fuel gas compressor goes down?

Answer: Equipment failures should be accounted for and included in a source's sart-up, shutdown, and
madfunctionplan (SSMP), which is part of the source's Title V permit. The SSMIP should givethe source
some form of protection from having to report equipment falures as a violation of the process vent
gandardsin the Refinery MACT rule.

10. Question: For astream to be fed to aboiler asfuel and not subject to process vent monitoring, €tc.,
does the stream need to meet specific criteria (e.g., heating value)?

Answer: Any stream that is sent to the fuel gas system is not a process vent and exempt from dl
requirements of the MACT rule. Any stream sent to a heater/boiler larger than 44 MW is subject to the
rule but is exempt from al monitoring and recordkeeping requirements of the rule, and any stream
introduced into the flame zone of any heater/boiler is dso exempt from these requirements.

11. Question: For process vent flares, what is your experience with pilot monitoring via thermocouples?
What type of continuous monitoring system would you recommend?

Answer: Our experience has been that thermocouples burn out in about 3 months. We are looking at
dterndives such as infrared monitoring.

12. Question: For amiscellaneous "Group 1" process vent, is the gpplicability of 33 kg per day and 20
parts per million by volume (ppmv) based on actud emissons or potentid to emit?

Answer: The concept of "potentid to emit” appliesto the mgor source determination, but the 20 parts per
milliory33 kg per day figures are based on actual emissons. The source needs to determine if its vent
would exceed those limits under any possible circumstances. Remember, there are requirements in the
Refinery MACT rule for you to make the determination. 1f the source exceeds those limits because of
process changes, it will have to reclassfy the vent from "Group 2" to "Group 1."

13. Quedtion: Where isthe breakover between delayed coker process vents requiring control and not
requiring control? Isit the 72 pounds per day exemption level?

Answer: Coking vents associated withcoke drum depressuring at or below a coke drum outlet pressure
of 15 pounds per squareinch(absolute) as wel as deheading, draining, decoking and pressure testing after
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decoking are not, by definition, miscellaneous process vents. They do not require control. Other coking
unit ventsare required to be controlled if their HAP concentration is greater than or equal to 20 parts per
million (by volume) and their volatile organic compound emissions are greater thanor equal to 72 pounds

per day.

14. Quedtion: Isa process vent exempt if it isrouted to another process, such as afeed drum or another
accumulator?

Answer: Yes, unless the vent eventudly releases to the aamosphere. Remember that a process vent is
defined as™” ...gas streams that are discharged directly to the atmosphere, gas streams that are routed to
acontrol device prior to discharge to the atmosphere, or gas streams that are diverted through a product
recovery device prior to control or discharge to the atmosphere” Therefore, if avent eventudly releases
to the atmosphere, it is a process vent. Bt if the vent is routed to another process, the intent was for the
vent to be treated the same as fuel gas.

15. Quedtion: If the vent is routed to a vapor recovery system whicheventudly goesthrough the refinery
fue gas system, is that vent exempt?

Answner: Yes

16. Quedtion Assumethat anew "Group 1" miscellaneous process vent is added to an existing petroleum
refining process unit, and no other change ismadeto the unit. I1sthe "Group 1" vent subject to new source
or existing source standards? Would the requirements for the exiding equipment be changed as aresult
of the new "Group 1" vent addition?

Answer: The"Group 1" vent would be subject to existing source MACT requirements unless the vent is
maor (>10/25 tpy) on its own, in which case it would be subject to the new source MACT standards.

17. Quedion: If aflareisused asacontrol devicefor astorage vessdl, aprocess vent, or equipment leak,
and theflareisin organic HAP service less than 300 hours per year, daify that the flare is exempt from
al Refinery MACT requirements.

Answer: The 300 hours figure was intended to gpply to the process equipment. The flareitsdf isnot a
piece of process equipment. A flareisacontrol devicewhichisused to comply with the rul€s requirement
for apiece of process eguipment (e.g., a storage vessel or processvent). Thequedtionis”Istheflarebeing
used to comply with the rule?" Section 63.640(d)(3) is not rlevant. The flare may never be subject to
the Refinery MACT requirements.

18. Quedtion A "Group 1" process vent is routed to a combustion device (heater) which meets the
Refinery MACT rule definition of a"boailer.” The process hesater has a heat input design capacity grester
than 44 megawatts. However, the boiler or heater isnot part of the petroleum refinery (i.e., it is not under
common control of the owner or operator), but is contiguous to the property. Clarify that there are no
monitoring, recordkeegping, or reporting requirements for the third party boiler process hegter.
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Answer: If the process vent were under the sourcers control, then it clearly would not be subject to any
monitoring requirements because its design capacity is greater than 44 megawaits. The Refinery MACT
does not have any monitoring requirements for boilers greater than 44 megawatts (863.644(8)(3)). Itis
safe to assume that the third party would not monitor also.  This question presents an interesting legd
question, dthough we did not recaeive any comments suggesting we address this Stuation in the Refinery
MACT rule. A smilar question was raised in another rulemaking, so we may be able to use a smilar
rationde to ded with this Stuation.

19. Quedtion: Clarify that sewer ventsand sump drains, that are not equipment leaks or process vents,
are not subject to the Refinery MACT. (Voal. I, p. 103). Also, clarify that wastewater drains are not
process vents.

Answer: Sewer ventsand sump drainsarenot processvents. Thedefinition of "processvents' specificaly
excludes sewer vents and sump drains. There is also a specific excluson in the Refinery MACT for
wastewater drains.

20. Quedtion At petroleum refineries, gas turbines are attached to waste-heat boilers or common
electricity and steam generating devices. Such units are typicdly fired with petroleum refinery fud ges,
natura gas, or both. The gas from gasturbinesistypicaly used to produce steaminthe waste heet boiler.
Clarify that a gas turbine generator isaboiler snceit is an enclosed combustion device used to generate
steam and does not require performance testing or monitoring/recordkeeping requirementsiif it isused to
control a process vent.

Answer: A gasstreamsent to the turbine is probably serving as fud gas and, therefore, would be exempt
from the Refinery MACT rule. However, thisissue should be clarified with your permitting authority.

21. Quedtion: The definition of "miscellaneous process vent” in the Refinery MACT (see60 FR 43265)
refers to a minimum organic HAP concentration of 20 ppmv. The definition of "Group 1 miscellaneous
process vent" referstoavolatile organic compound (V OC) concentrationof 20 ppmv and VOC emissons
of 33 kilograms per day. Clarify whether the concentration and emisson cutoffs are based on HAP or
VOC for the Refinery MACT.

Answer: Therewasacorrection to the Refinery MACT on June 12, 1996 (61 FR 29876) Stating that the
concentration and emission rate are based on organic HAP rather than total VOC.

22. Quedion When an overhead stream containing HAP is routed to a fuel gas system which is
combusted ina boiler or hegter, isthe boiler or heater considered a control device or process equipment?

Answer: If the overhead stream feeds to the fud gas system, whichiscombusted inaboiler or hegter, the
boiler or heater is consdered process equipment, which is not subject to monitoring requirements.

23. Quedtion: When a process vent is routed to the firebox, not the fuel gas systemof aboailer or heater,
isthe boiler or heater considered a control device or process equipment?
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Answer: Theboiler isnot considered acontrol deviceand isnot required to be monitored if it hasadesign
heat input capacity greater than or equal to 44 megawatts. It isonly consdered a control deviceif it has
adesign heat input capacity less than 44 megawaitts.

24. Quedtion Isrouting amiscellaneousvent gas stream to an additiona burner dedicated for that purpose
consdered introducing the vent stream into the flame zone?

Answer: Yes (probably). The most likely locationfor aburner would be inthe flame zone of the firebox.

25. Quedtion IsMethod 22 actually required for flares serving process vents? 1n 863.645(a), it saysthat
for demonstrating compliance with the process vents regulations, §63.116 should be followed except for
863.116(a)(1), etc. Itisin 863.116(a)(1) that Method 22 is referred to. Does this mean that refineries
using flares to comply with the process vent requirements do not have to use Method 22?

Answer: Therule doesrequire Method 22 to be used, dthough it isin an indirect manner. It isrequired
through 863.645(i). It is possible that 863.645(a) excludes 863.116(a)(1) because paragraph (i) of
863.645 requires Method 22 testing for visible emissons. In this rule the requirement for no visble
emissons is only associated with flares. It is likely that 863.116(a)(1) was excluded because the
requirement is aready contained in §863.645(i).

26. Question: One facility uses aflare as a control device for process vents that are released to the flare
only in emergency Stuations. Should the facility test during norma conditions, which in this case would be
with no process vent gas venting to the flare since it is only used for emergencies, or would they be
expected to send the process vent gasto the flare just for the test? Additiondly, the facility was planning
to test the "sweep gas' that runs through the flare systemrather thanthe process vent gas for Btu vaue as
required in 863.111(b)(6). The company insgs that the "sweep gas' has a lower Btu vaue than the
process vet gas, which is the limiting factor in 863.11(b)(6), but it isn't necessarily the gas that's being
regulated under therule. Isit acceptable for the facility to test the sweep gas if they can judtify thedaim
that the Btu vaue is less than the process vent gas, or should they be testing the process vent gas because
that iswhat is regulated under the rule?

Answer: It ssemsthat the facility could test a normd operating conditions and use the Btu vaue of the
“sweep gas’. This answer is based on 863.643 (a)(1) which specifies that the flare has to meet the
conditions of 863.11(b). Thus, it isbascaly adesign or equipment standard. The rule aso requires that
testing shdl be conducted under maximum representative operating capacity for the process and thet the
operator may test the control devicesat maximum or minimum representative conditions, whatever results
inlesser emissonreductions (see 863.642(d)(3)). If thefacility can show that "' sweep gas and the process
vent sream’” isgpproximeately the same as " sweep gas' done or that “ sweep gas’ done would causepoorer
dedtruction efficiency in the flare, then it seems that the rule would alow themto test withsweep gas. The
fadlity would likey need to show by cdculation that both the minimum Btu condition and the maximum
flowrate condition would not be adversdly affected.
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Another gpproach would be for the facility to argue that they don't have to demondtrate that the flare with
process vent gases meets the requirements of 863.11(b) because the process vent is routed to thisflare
only during periods of startup, shutdown, or mdfunction. The facility may be able toindude ventingto the
flareaspart of ther startup, shutdown, mafunction plan (SSMP) required by the Genera Provisons. The
facility would then be obligated to follow good practices and attempt to minimize emissons.

27. Quedtion: For whichprocess heatersand boilersare performance tests required if process vents are
routed to them?

Answer: Performance tests are required for process heaters and boilers used to control process vents if
they have a capacity less than 44 MW (150 Btu) and the vent(s) is not introduced into the flame zone. If
the capacity of the boiler or process heater is equal to or greater than 44 MW or dl vents are introduced
into the flame zone, a performance test is not required.

28. Quedtion: When can means other than stack testing be used to demonstrate compliance with the
process vent requirements?

Answer: As discussed previoudy, performancetestsare required if aprocess vent is routed to a boiler or
process heater with a capacity less than 44 MW and the vent is not introduced into the flame zone. This
performancetest mugt show that HAPs are reduced by 98 percent or to a concentrationlessthanor equal
to 20 ppmv. A smilar performance test is required if a control device such as an incinerator is used.
Tedting isaso required if the process vent is to be controlled with aflare to ensure that the flare complies
with the requirements of 863.11(b). This includes design measurements and caculations and a vishle
emissons test rather than percent reductionor outlet concentration testing for flares. Stack testing may be
used to determine if avent meetsthe criteriafor Group 1 process vents, or this determinationmay be made
basaed on engineering judgement.

29. Arethetota organic HAP emissonsreductionsin 63.119(e)(1)& (2) required for flares, assuming the
flare isin compliance with 63.11(b)?

Answer: No. In 63.119(e)(1), we explicitly state that if a flare is used as the control device, the
requirement is for the flare to meet the requirements in 63.11(b). In other words, it is a separate
requirement for flares from other types of control devices. Thus, there is no requirement to demonstrate
95% removal. If a flare meets the specificationsin 63.11(b), we estimate that the flare will achieve 98%
control. Thereisno way to use the regression equations in 63.11(b) to specify a 95% efficient flare.

Hares are not addressed in 63.119(€)(2) because that paragraph concerns a grandfather provison for
devices that do not meet 95% remova. We did not include flares in that paragraph because the issue
arose for condensers and adsorbers. The effect of the rule language is to exclude flares from the
grandfather provision in 63.119(¢)(2).
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LEAK DETECTION AND REPAIR

1. Quedtion Must a source have prior written EPA approva before opting to use the MACT NSPS
LDAR Skip Monitoring provision citation or must the source smply document the percentage leskers?

Answer: My interpretation isthat you are not required to have prior written EPA gpprovd. If you State
in your compliance demonstration document that you performed your initid monitoring, showed your
compliance demongtration, and thenshowed your percent leakers, youcancontinuoudy document through
the semiannua reports your percent leakers and your monitoring frequency. You may want to make
reference to your monitoring frequency in this report. However, keep in mind that under Title V if you
change the frequency of your monitoring, that might be construed as a modificationunlessyouwrote your
TitleV permit initidly specifying that you are going to be usng NSPS LDAR Skip Monitoring Provisons
as your compliance option and that you will be using dternating monitoring frequencies depending on the
percent leakers that you demongtrate. Plan ahead of time how you are going to be using the skip
monitoring, because otherwise it could be interpreted that you are reducing your monitoring frequency
which requires a Title V modification.

| recall that the NSPS requires a notification to the State or the Regiond office that the sourceis changing
to thisfrequency. | do not remember if that requirement was taken out of the Refinery MACT standard
or if they dill have to send in anotice saying thet this change isbeing made. It might beableto beincluded
withthe semiannud report. And just in case you have not been NSPS monitoring, the semiannud reports
that | have seen fromfadilitiessubject to the Benzene Equipment Leaks NESHAP (40 CFR 61, Subpart
J) and dmost every piece of information | have from the chemicd industry shows that most people are
qudified for annua monitoring after ayear or 0. So you would want to plan ahead to be ableto useless
frequent monitoring.

2. Quedtion: Can you use exigting lesk monitoring data to qualify for less frequent monitoring of vaves?

Answer: Monitoring data from previous LDAR programs for valves generated before August 18, 1995
can be used to qudify for less frequent monitoring of vaves under the Refinery MACT. In order to be
used, the monitoring data must have been obtained from LDAR monitoring procedures stated in
40 CFR 60, subpart VV, 860.485(b) or 40 CFR 63, subpart H, 863.180(b)(1) through (b)(5) or
proceduresthat include only minor departuresfromthosein 40 CFR 60 subpart VVV or 40 CFR 63 subpart
H.

3. Quedtion: Can you select the NSPS or modified HON method by process unit, or must you use only
one method for the entire refinery?

Answer: | think we discussed this question at length as the Rule was developed and the conclusion was
that youwould be dlowed to use the N SPS method on one unit and the modified HON method on another
unit. Therefore, both methods can be used for different pieces of equipment at arefinery; however, usng
both methods would make the monitoring program more complicated.
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4. Quedtion Can aleak repair be checked by Method 21 instead of soap bubbles?

Answer: Yes. Theidea of usangthe soap bubble method wasfor peoplewho do not want to use Method
21 just to check the effectiveness of repair. The sogp bubble method was viewed as a quicker method to
use than Method 21.

5. Quedtion: Will SouthCoast AQMD Rule 1173, whichisaVOC rule for equipment lesks, satisfy the
dternative sandards for MACT equipment leaks?

Answer: Yesandno. Y es, because Rule 1173 hasbroader coverage becauseitisaVOC rule. However,
no, because Rule 1173 may not apply to streams that have 5 percent HAP, because the HAP may not be
VOC. Also, Rule 1173 does not contain some of the provisions of the Federal program. Please note that
the Western States Petroleum Association is currently undertaking a project to compare the petroleum
indugtry find MACT rules(i.e., the rulesfor refineries, the gasoline ditribution sources, and marine vessd
loading) to the Cdifornia VOC control technologies to see where the rules meshand where the gaps are.

The Hedth and Safety Code in Cdifornia was modified such that dl the MACT rules that are
promulgated by the EPA automaticaly become "Cdifornia Air Toxics Control Measures' to be enforced
by the digtricts directly without the digtricts having to adopt the measures. So once aMACT ruleisfind,
the digtricts automaticaly have the authority to enforceit.

Thisapproachisaso being considered for other areas of Cdiforniaand thereisatask forcethat isworking
inCdiforniawithRegion9 and the State to try to work through some of the issues of delegation of the Air
Toxics Program and meshing the Federd Air Toxics Program with existing locd didtrict rules

6. Question: Are there any requirements or sandards for drains under the MACT rules?

Answer: There could be some confusion because of the terminology. Drains are not regulated under the
Federal equipment leak rules. Thoserules, asdrafted, refer to specific pieces of equipment and drainsare
not one of them. Regulated equipment includes pumps, vaves, compressors, etc. Asfar asthe Federd
rules are concerned, these rules apply primarily to losses of process fluids through seal 1osses.

However, some programs may refer to drains as being sources of fugitive emissons. For example CTG's
generdly refer to drains as equipment leasks. Asaresult, some States have adopted drain requirements
under their fugitive emissonsrules.

Some of the old CTG's are out-of-date and the EPA has no mechanism for withdrawing something like
that. Peoplelooking at something from 1977 or 1978 need to ask themsalves, hasthere been asubsequent
document issued by the Agency that in essence overturns what was in that document? In the CTG for
equipment leaks (EPA-450/2-78-036, June 1978), thereisalot of materiad about | ek detectionand repair
oncompressor seals. Thereisno point in sending people out to monitor compressor seals onaquarterly
bads. With many of the old documents, you need to evauate whether their requirements make sensein
light of subsequent rules and documents.
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State regulators have difficulty finding the initiative, time, and resources to go through and make such
changes. For years, States have been developing rules based on those old CTG's, and | hope they are
being updated to reflect current information.

7. Question: Which document contains the latest leak emission factors and correlation equations?
Answer: Thelatest leak emission factors and correlation equationsthat were fully reviewed and approved
by the EPA can be found in the “ Protocol for Equipment Leak EmissonEdimates’, EPA-453/R-95-017,
November 1995, which was placed on the bulletin board in February of 1996.

The APl is developing a two-part document that provides guidance on how to perform the emissons
monitoring and how to use the equipment lesk data. The API document aso quotes al the new lesk
emission factors and correlation equations as they pertain to the petroleum industry. The APl document
will contain new emissonfactorsfor heavy liquid serviceinrefineries. Thesefactorshave not yet been fully
reviewed and approved by the EPA. The AP! has not revised the emission factors for refineries, just the
correlation equations. The emission factors have been revised only for gasoline marketing and for
explorationand productionoperations. Thereisno requirement for leak detection and repair for equipment
in heavy liquid sarvice in refineries and, therefore, there is no way to generate the screening data thet is
required to use the correlationequations. Therefore, APl hasdevel oped anew dataset and new emission
factors. These new factors have not been reviewed or fully approved by the EPA, but will gppear in the
API guidance document. So maybe by the time the API guidance documents are issued, the EPA will
aready have a chanceto look at these new data. If you need emission factors right away, the data that
gppeared on the TTN bulletin board in February of 1996 are the best to use at thistime.

8. Quedtion: Which reference instruments are approved for lesk detection testing?

Answer: There are no reference insruments approved specificaly for leak detection testing. The EPA
usesMethod 21 (40 CFR 60, Appendix A) asareference method, which has performance specifications
that the instruments must meet in order to be used when conducting this Method. If an insrument meets
the performance specifications of Method 21, that instrument is gpproved for lesk detection testing. The
APl document will dso specificaly highlight those requirements and may compare a few of the most
prevaent insruments on the market.

9. Quedion Inorder to fix avave, one mus flare gas that incidentdly contains sulfur compounds and
produces SO, in quantities exceeding the amount of V OC produced by the leak. When deciding whether
or not emissions from repairs will exceed emissons fromleaks (inthe context of the jugtifying the delay of
repair), are pollutants other than VOC taken into account?

Answer: The Refinery MACT isnot aV OC rule but aHAP rule, so the emphasis should be onthe voldile
organic hazardous ar pollutantswhen deciding whether the emissonsfromtheleak exceed thosethat might
be controlled by repairing theleak. The analysis of net emissions should be volaile organic hazardous air
pollutants-based and not criteria pollutant-based (SO, or VOC).
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10. Quedtion Regarding the Subpart VV, MACT, NSPS choice, are pressure relief vents (PRV'’S)
subject to non-detect limits less than 500 ppm if connected to a closed vent system or fuel gas system?

Answer: The EPA specificdly sated inthe definitionsfor the Refinery MACT Rulethat thefud gassystem
isnot acontrol device. Therefore, dl the piping and the ducting that goes into the fudl gas systemisnot a
closed vent system. Therefore, if it isnot aclosed vent system, it isnot subject to the closed vent system
requirement. However, if the PRV'sarerouted by atraditiond closed vent system to something other than
afue gas system, then that closed vent system could be subject to the non-detect limit (<500 ppm).

Whenwe prepared the Refinery MACT Rule, we dso amended Subpart VV. I you use hard traditional
ANS piping, that is not subject to anything but a one-time check.

The Refinery MACT rule digtinguishes between ductingand hard pipesystems, and has different monitoring
requirements for each type of system. Y ou should look at the definitions carefully, because the EPA has
made an effort to minimize the burden of the closed vent system requirements by delinesting what is a
ducting system.

11. Quedtion Is leak monitoring required under either NSPS or SOCMI HON MACT options for
negative pressure systems?

Answer: No. Monitoring is not required for vacuum systems.

12. Quedtion: Istherefining industry required to test al streamsfor HAP content? In our refinery we have
limited andlysis for HAP contents on various sireams.

Answer: The requirement is to apply lesk detectionand repair for al streams that contain over 5 percent
HAP. If you want to exempt astream, you have to demondtrate that it could never be above 5 percent
HAP onanannud average basis. So onesmple answer isyou do not need to know what the HA P content
isif you are willing to do the leek detection and repair programon al the streams and assume that any one
of them or combination of them can at any time be over 5 percent HAP. Otherwise, analysisis required
unless you can show by engineering judgment that you can account for at least 98 percent of the species
in the stream of interest.

13. Quedtion: How areingtrument systemsregulated under the equipment leaksprovison(i.e.,, Sght levels,
sght glasses, and meters)?

Answer: Theanswer isunclear because we coined aterm “ingtrumentation system” that is used in Subpart
H to deal withcollections of smdl vavesand connectors, etc. to provideamore practica way to dea with
suchitems. Regarding sight levels, Sight glasses, and meters, | do not think such items are covered under
anyrule. However, any vaves and connections associated with thoseitemswould be covered. Therefore,
Subpart H, Subpart VV and dl the older equipment leak rules basicdly treat dl vaves and connectors
equa regardless of size.
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14. Quedtion: Do sght, smell, and sound inspections, and theweekly visud inspection for dripping pumps,
require written documentation? Could this be encompassed in the operator's duties without requiring
documentation?

Answer: The operator should have acompletelist of the components that need to be inspected, and there
should be asystemof check marks to show that they have checked each component and whether or not
it was leaking. It does not have to be a separate person and it does not even have to be a separate form,
but it has to be an identifiable item on an operator’ s log.

15. Question: A pump istested and found to beleskingon day 0. On day 10, the pump isisolated from
the process and the pump is sent offgte for repair. The repaired pump is placed back in service on day
20 and found to il lesk (the offgte repair failed). Isthisconsidered an automatic violation? Did the 15-
day clock stop on day 10, the day the pump wasisolated, and thenrestart onday 20, the day the repaired
pump was placed back in service, or isthisanew lesk?

Answer: | do not want to make technical compliance judgmentsfor other companies, but | would say that
on day 10 when you isolated the pump from the process and removed it from service, that you fixed the
leak that you found on day O (because you removed the leaking component). If you had a spare pump,
maybe you put that pump in service or perhapsyouisolated that whole part of the process so that you did
not need to use apump. When you returned 10 days later with the pump and ingdled it, for al practica
purposesit could have beenthe same pump or asmilar pump that doesthe same service. Inmy judgment,
| would call this a new leak and not an autometic violation. One of the reasons the EPA hasrequired the
qudity improvement program if you have more than 10 percent of the pumps legking isjust because of
caseslikethis. They want to ensure that onceyou repair a pump, you test it somehow offline before you
put it back into the process to ensure that the repair was successful. If the repair was not successful, you
should try to analyze the nature of the repair in terms of what made it leak again so soon.

16. Question: Hasthe EPA required that foam be injected into a vave to repar alesk rather than wait
until the next shutdown? Apparently, thisis a common practice in some locd digtricts for safety reasons.
However, it evidently ruins the vave since you have to drill ahole to inject the foam.

Answer: The EPA hasnever required foam injection for repairing equipment lesks. The rules specify that
there hasto be afirdt attempt at repair withinacertain time period, but do not specify what the mechanism
of the repair should be. In some areas where there are gtrict leak detection and repair programs and
leeking components are an automatic viol ationif not repaired within 24 hours, some people have used foam
injection to repair leeks. This practice is not required by the EPA.

17. Quedtion: If you opt to use the modified HON option for LDAR under Refinery MACT instead of
the NSPS option, and you have an existing NSPS program at a unit which contains some streams having
less than 5 percent of the Table 1 HAP, do you need to monitor this unit for VOC in accordance with
NSPS or the applicable State regulation?

Answer: Firgt, remember that the LDAR provisonsof the Refinery MACT Rule goply only to sreamsthat
have greater than or equa to 5 percent of the Table 1 HAP. There is no Refinery MACT LDAR
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goplicability for steams that contain less than 5 percent. Any NSPS or State regulatory requirements
gpplicable for the control of VOC are independently gpplicable to those streams. Y ou do not have to
worry about MACT and you do not have to worry about the interaction.

Second, if the NSPS catches some VOC streams that aso contain greater than or equal to 5 percent of
Table 1 HAP, then the modified HON option can supersede that requirement. However, | am unclear
about whether the modified HON MACT optioncansupersede a State RACT based requirement to effect
the control of VOC. | would assume that the State would be amenable to that because the EPA hasmade
agrong casein the MACT Rule that the controls for Refinery MACT are more stringent than most other
programs, but that could be a case-by-case determination.

18. Question: Theequipment leak provisonsrequirethat open-ended linesbe plugged, or at |east capped.
Someone had an audit and found adrain at the base of a pump which, according to their auditor, should
have been plugged. Thedrainsthat they have onthis pump are used to drain water off the pad or the pump
to the sewer; or in the case of a sedl fallure, any accumulated liquid could be drained. Doesthisdrain meet
the requirement to be plugged or capped?

Answer: | am unclear about the phrasing, "could be drained.” If this drain is used only for draining
ranwater off the base of the pump, | would say *“no,” it should not be considered to be subject to therule.
The purpose of the equipment leak provisons is to control emissons that would result from losses of
process fluids, and that would not be process fluid. Thus; it is unclear whether or not the drainage of the
sed would be subject to the rule. Enforcement people may argue that it would be subject, because the
drainisused to drain ased fluid leakage. But because of the phrasing about “could bedrained,” it sounds
like it has some pluggage that, if it is open, it isgoing to drain.

The drain's gpplicability may depend on the type of fluidinthe sedl. Isit water? Isit awater sed? And
if in that case you noticed drainage, that would be indicationof liquid dripping and you would just inditute
aprogram to repair that pump sedl.

| would say that those things should not have to be plugged, but Subpart V'V may not be not clear on this
point. In Subpart H, | believe we have made it very clear that drains of that type are not subject to those
requirements. This drain does not sound like it is typicaly in process fluid service. The other thing to
consider isthe gpplicability of Subpart CC whereitis clear that equipment hasto beinHAP serviceat least
300 hours per year. Are you going to have a pump sed fallure for that duration?

The open-ended line provision is required because years ago it was common to have a sample vave
available to pull asample off the stream -- maybe not routinely, but occasionaly. The vave was |located
on an open pipe a one end and so anything that was insde that pipe evaporated. And the idea was,
“Don't let that suff gt there and drain.” And if you go back to the origina record of the equipment lesk
provisons, you'll see how they calculated emissions. They took some representative Sze of the valume of
the types of linesthat they were observing in refineries and chemicd plants and assumed it was full of fluid
and that it came out over sometime period. Theintention of the open-ended line provison wasto avoid
evaporation losses of resdua materia clingage in those pipes which are used for sampling or some other
purposes.
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19. Question: What is the different impact inthe two equipment leak subgroups (e.g., Phasel, I1, and 111
of the HON and NSPS provisions)?

Answer: ThePhasel, 11, and I11 provisonsare the new provisonsthat alow moreflexibility in monitoring,
but they have alower leak definition. The NSPS provisions have ahigher leak definition, but require with
more frequent monitoring initialy.

20. Quedtion Please clarify whether connectors should be monitored under Subpart VV or Modified
Subpart H (HON)?

Answer: Y ou have an option under the new provisionsin Subpart H to monitor connectors. If you choose
that option, you get a higher performance standard for valves. Connectors do not have to be monitored
unless you want the higher performance standard for valves. However, under Subparts VV and H, you
would dill have to perform the sensory detection (e.g., Sght, sound, or smell) monitoring for leaks. So
unless you eect the option to monitor connectors, you only have to perform the sensory detection.

21. Quedtion: If apiece of affected equipment isin liquid service with >5 percent HAP but is not alight
liquid, what monitoring is required under Refinery MACT (dl >5 percent HAP liquids may not be light
liquids)?

Answer: If the liquid has more than 5 percent HAP, but is not considered alight liquid, then the liquid is
consdered a"heavy liquid." Equipment handling "heavy liquids' is subject to the same sensory monitoring
(e.g., Sght, sound, or smell) as connectors.

22. Quedtion If arefinery optsto use the NSPSfor equipment |eaks and then adds on some new process
units, would those new unitshave to comply withthe negotiated leak provisonwhichisthe Modified HON
or the NSPS?

Answer: Itisunlikdy that an exising refinery will trigger the new source Refinery MACT requirements.
Remember that the source, in the broadest sense of the definition, isthe whole refinery. The sourceis not
the individua vave or the individua component being replaced. However, for a new vave, new pump,
or areplaced flange, dl you would have to do is summarize the changesthat youmadein your equipment
in your next semiannud report.  These new equipment pieces will be subject to the existing source
provisions. The only instance where the new provisons of the Modified HON are required is if you
congtruct a new process unit that meets the new source definition.

23. Quedtion: Inthe NSPS Alternative Standards, if afacility hasover 2 percent leakers (for equipment
components), the fadility isinviolationof the standards. How many violaions, oneor the number of vaves
leaking greeter than the 2 percent threshold?

Answer: Firgt, afadility cannot be in violation on a per-vave basis of the 2 percent sandard because the
2 percent vaue is cdculated over the population of valves that the facility eected to usein its compliance
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program. If the facility dected to use the entire population of vaves at the refinery to comply with the 2
percent NSPS option, then the 2 percent vaue is calculated based on the tens of thousands of vavesthat
area therefinery. If the facility dected to use a process unit to comply with the 2 percent NSPS option,
then the 2 percent vaue is calculated based on the number of vaves in that process unit. Although
exceeding the 2 percent vaue is congdered only one violation, the number of days of violation could be
up to 1 year. That is, if afacility elected to comply with the 2 percent NSPS option, and its annual
monitoring showsthat it exceeded the 2 percent standard, the Agency may view that as being 365 separate
violaions

The EPA does not think any source has ever eected to comply with the NSPS using the 2 percent
standard. Also, remember that the NSPS has a skip period aternative that accomplishes the same thing
but does not present the legal jeopardy.

24. Quedtion: If the SIP requires leak detectionand repair (LDAR) for aleak measured at 500 ppm, can
the 500 ppm leak definition be subgtituted for the Refinery MACT?

Answer: Thereare provisonsin the Refinery MACT for an dternative standard or an dternative emisson
limitation (863.649). However, a fadility mugt notify the EPA when wanting to use a different means of
compliance. At that time, the source and regulatory agency could aso consolidate the recording and
reporting requirements through the source's Title V permit.

25. Quedtion The affected equipment for the equipment leak standards as defined in the Refinery MACT
isvaves, pumps, compressors, pressure rel ease devices, sampling connectionsystems, open-ended valves
or lines, and instrumentation systems in organic HAP service (per §63.641, Equipment leak). Subparts
VV and H contain other sandards for agitators, surge vessdls, etc. Are these other equipment regulated
under the Refinery MACT?

Answer: Fird, if a piece of equipment is not in the Refinery MACT's definition of "emisson point"
(863.641), the piece of equipment is not subject to the Refinery MACT rule. Second, Subpart VV does
not cover agitators. A recent revisonto the Refinery MACT (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) clarified
that agitators are not included in equipment subject to the equipment leak provisons of therule.  Subpart
H covers agitators, surge control vessels, and bottom receivers, whereas Subpart VV does not. The
Benzene Equipment Leak Rule (40 CFR 61, Subpart J) hasthe term" product accumulator vessdl," which
isnot covered inthe HON. It is exdusvely covered inthe Benzene Equipment Leak Rule. The EPA will
have to resolve this disconnect. A facility is not subject to standards for agitators, surge control vessals,
or bottom receivers through the Refinery MACT Rule. Y oumay, however, have some obligations under
the Benzene Equipment Lesk Rule.

26. Quedtion To determineif equipment is subject to the Refinery MACT rule, where is the boundary

drawn for a process unit? Are equipment leaks from outside a process unit (e.g., offplot and connecting
pipeways) subject to the Refinery MACT?

32



Answer: If "offplot" means outside of the process unit boundaries, but within the source, the process
unit and equipment is subject to the Refinery MACT. If "offplot” means the process unit and equipment
are outside your source (i.e., not within the property boundary of the source), then the process unit and
equipment are not subject tothe rule. Currently, the EPA is considering additiond provisonsinthe HON
which will dlow people to consolidate equipment to alow more efficient management for the data. The
provisions have not yet been proposed; therefore, nothing isfind at thistime.

27. Question: Whichregulationtakes precedence or dams applicability betweenthe SOCMI HON unit
and the Refinery MACT units, suchasinmixed aromatic streams between the reformer (refinery unit) and
benzene plitter (SOCMI unit)?

Answer: Admittedly, where you draw the boundaries among these units is ambiguous. When we were
developing the HON, we deliberately decided to alow flexibility regarding what equipment is to be
regulated by whichregulation to alow sources to alocate the equipment asthey manageit. Also, different
companies have differert policies and/or gpproaches for managing equipment. We provided some
alocationproceduresfor the big equipment. For the lines going between units, the main guidance we have
been giving peopleisto goply the alocation procedures conagtently. Aslong as you dlocate equipment
congstently we do nat think you will have any problemincomplyingwiththe rule. 'Y ou may haveto work
with your loca enforcement agency to explain to them your methodology and rationale for allocating
equipment. Y ou will want to ensure that your regulatory agency agrees with your equipment alocation
method. But thereis no reason, asfar asthe Refinery MACT or the HON is concerned, that we should
care whether or not you capture equipment under one rule or the other. Every company is going to want
to alocate equipment in away that makes sensewithrespect to thar internd management, programs, and
equipment.

28. Quedtion: Onceyou are in Phase 111 of Subpart H, the Modified Equipment Leaks Provisions, can
you go back to the NSPS?

Answer: Yes, but it will require a permit revison. There is nothing in the rule that precludes you from
resuming NSPS monitoring and recordkeeping. However, some may consder revising the permit to be
alot of complication for a minor benefit.

29. Quedion Can the EPA darify who has to dgn the "Need for Delay of Repair” for lesking
components?

Answer: A recent revison to the rule (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) requires that the name of the
person making the decision to delay equipment leak repairs be recorded instead of requiring a Sgnature.

30. Quedtiont Why does the NSPS not dlow skip monitoring of pumpsif they meet certain performance
criteria(i.e, smilar to the vave monitoring)? Can this be revised?

Answer: Theskip program for pumpswasintroduced intherefinery rule asaresult of discussons between
APl and the EPA during the development of the rule. Current data showed that there are facilities where
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very few pumpswere lesking, sothe logicd questionwas " Doesit make senseto require monthly screening
of eachand every pump?" The NSPSwas based on work performed in thelate 1970+s, whenmechanica
packed pumpswere more prevaent than centrifugal pumps. So at that time, the EPA thought it made sense
to require monthly monitoring. Based on longer term experience with this program and new information,
the EPA decided, throughdiscussonswithAPI, to seethe public'sreactionto alowing quarterly monitoring
for pumps.

Please note that EPA does dlow skip monitoring for pumps, but only if the modified Subpart H
provision are selected.

32. Quedtion: Does equipment have to be designed in a specific way in order to be classfied as having
"No Detectable Emissons' or can this just be verified by monitoring?

Answer: There are threecriteriafor determining if components can be classified as having "No Detectable
Emissons" Asstated in 860.482-2(e), et a. of 40 CFR 60, Subpart VVV; first, the component hasto have
no externdly actuated mechanism in contact with the process fluid. Second, the component must be
operated withemissons lessthan 500 ppm above background. Third, the component must be tested for
compliance with the 500 ppm limit initidly upon designation, and then annually and at other times as
requested by the Adminigtrator. So a component classified as having "No Detectable Emissions’ is not
completely exempt from monitoring.

33. Quedion: Can afacility use both the NSPS and the modified HON &t the same time?

Answer: Yes, if you arewilling to try to keep track of two separate programs.

34. Quedtion: Can afadility go back and forth on computing leakers based on process units versus the
entire the refinery? For example, for the first quarter, use 2 percent leakers for process units, then the
second quarter use 2 percent leskers for the refinery? Can the same logic be used for valves or pumps?
Answer: Yes, but once you start moving from the process unit-based standard to the refinery-wide
gandard, you would have to modify the permit. For the example given here, it is uncertain whether a

facility could get its permit changed every quarter.

35. Quedtion: Canafadility usedifferent compliance methods within the same process unit (e.g., one for
vaves and another for pumps)?

Answer: No. Process units are the smdlest sze unit dlowed for sdecting compliance methods.

36. Quedtion: If avapor stream having less than 5 percent HAP results from aliquid flash, and the liquid
isgreater than 5 percent HAP, is this vapor stream a HAP fluid?

Answer: The5 percent HAP requirement gpplies to the liquid in the line itself, not to the vapor stream
emitting out of the lesk. However, if the flud insde the line has both vapor and liquid (i.e., atwo-phase
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flow), the fluid would be an aggregate of the vapor and liquid. Do not apply the 5 percent HAP criterion
to each individua phase, apply the 5 percent HAP criterion to the aggregate mixture.

37. Quedtion: For equipment leak options, what are the criteriafor deciding between the NSPS vs. the
Modified HON? Do you have any guidance and cost comparisons? What isthe key?

Answer: Regarding cost, there is probably no one answer because cost depends on so many things,
epecidly a fadlity's location.  Obvioudy, there will be a big difference in compliance costs between a
refinery in Cdiforniaand arefinery in an atanment areathat does not have any programs to comply with
other than NSPS.

The key as to which equipment leak option to select should be based on data (e.g., screening and
monitoring results, regulations that gpply, etc.). Performing screening and monitoring and knowing the
exiging regulaions in your area is key, especidly in locations that do not have any current monitoring
programs. If you wait until 1998 when some of these dates gpply to begin monitoring, you will never have
the data you need to determine which equipment leak option is right for your fadlity. You should Start
gathering those data now, or as soon as possble, to understand what the ramifications are for complying
with the different equipment lesk options.

38. Quedion Why monitor heavy liquid components a 10,000 ppm (NSPS) when maximum
concentration can only be approximately 3,000 ppm (based on vapor pressure).

Answer: You do not have to monitor heavy liquid components using an ingrument. The heavy liquid
components require sensory detection where you either look or hear or smell for alesk. You only have
to do the monitoring if you detect alesak.

39. Question: Why isthe lesk definition for control vent systems (CVS), pressurerelief devices (PRD),
and "No Detectable Emissons' not doubled to 1,000 ppm since most lesk definitions are twice ashigh as
SOCMI HON (1,000 ppm versus 500 ppm).

Answer: The "No Detectable Emissons' definition isin many EPA regulations. This terminology is an
artifact from the NSPS which was defined based on spanning the instrument maximum (100 percent) at
10,000 ppm and assuming "No Detectable Emissons' is no more than 5 percent of span (or 500 ppm).
Y ou can have a component medting the "No Detectable Emissons’ limit at another leve if you spanned
your indrument at a different concentration. Currently, the only place where the EPA is using this
terminology isin the closed vent systems provisions in Subpart VV, Subpart GGG, and Subpart KKK.

40. Quedion For random monitoring of 200 connectors, do you monitor the same 200 connectors at
each monitoring event or do you sdect new 200 connectors for each monitoring event?

Answer: Theemphasisin 863.649 of the Refinery MACT is"random 200." A facility definitely should not

monitor the same 200 components each monitoring event. The same 200 components would not be a
random sdlection. The frequency at which you monitor the components depends on your performance
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standard as shown in the table associated with this option. The connectors should be randomly sdlected
on arefinery-wide basis for each monitoring event.

41. Quedtion: For monitoring, you are required to follow Method 21 to measure leak rates. Method 21
dlows the use of dterndive screening methods (e.g., a sogp screening solution). Can you use the soap
solution method firdt, as ascreening method, and then if alesk is observed, use the monitor to give actud
leak rates?

Answer: In principd, yes. However, in practice, the sogp solution may foam up on high temperature
components. In using the sogp solution method, you may be doing twice thework by having to re-monitor
with an instrument afterward.

42. Quedtion: Can photoionization detectors (PIDs), which can only be cdibrated withisobutylene (not
methane), be used when the HON specifies that the calibration gas be methane?

Answer: Yes. Other screeninginstruments can be used, not just an organic vapor andyzer (OVA). But
you should consider that whatever gasyouare usangto cdibrate the indrument should be smilar in content
and concentration to the gas stream you are monitoring. |sobutylene may not be a proper surrogate for
aBTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene) mixture. Inarefinery, theresult may bemorerdiable
if the PID iscdibrated withaBTEX mixture. If you are usng something like isobutylene, you may have
to apply aresponsefactor to trand ate the response fromisobutylene which may not exigt inthe streamyou
aremonitoring to aBTEX type stream for which the PID has avery high response. This type of issue will
be addressed in more detail in future API guidance.

43. Quedtion: According to Ken Garing of EPA'sNationa Enforcement and Investigation Center (NEIC)
inDenver, the EPA generdly finds four to five times the number of |eakerswhendoing LDAR ingpections
a refineries as refinery ingpectionsteams do. Will the EPA be willing to participate in around-robin leak
testing evauation program to resolve this discrepancy? (Val. I, p. 195)

Answer: The EPA has done severd audits of refineries in Cdifornia and in the Midwest in which they
found a higher legk rate than facilities have sdf-reported. As a consequence, the Office of Enforcement
and Compliance Assurance and the EPA in Washington, DC is developing a guidance document for its
own ingpectors on how to perform equipment lesk ingpections.  This guidance document is now inadraft
formand going through interna review at the EPA. The APl hopesto get involved with the EPA oncethat
draft is approved for externd review. At that time, we will try to resolve such issues.

The mgority of the issues regarding the discrepancy in the leakage results were associated with the time
that afacility ingpector takes to monitor each component. Method 21 requires that you spend twice the
response time on each individua measurement point, so when you are going through a legk interface, a4-
inch vave has quite a circumference to cover. If you are monitoring dong the circumference in many
locations, you have to make sure that you spend twice the response time of the instrument at each one of
those locations, whichisnot a problemwiththe OVA or the PID because of their very fast responsetime
(i.e., afew seconds). However, if youareusngaTLV type instrument, which has a 20-second response
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time, and you have to spend 40 seconds oneach monitoring point, and you plan to monitor a four, Sx or
ten points around alarge circumference or large component, the monitoring time increases tremendoudy.
Asareault, EPA ingpectors have submitted many comments regarding the monitoring time.

44. Quedtion: Does the shutting down and starting up of a pump count as a first attempt of repair for a
leaking pump sedl?

Answer: | do not see any reason why you cannot count shutting down and restarting a pump as a first
attempt at repair (because it sometimes works). However, how longissucha'repair” goingto last? You
may want to consider if you may get into trouble due to persistent lesks from that component.

45. Quedtion: Owners and operators can comply withthe Refinery MACT equipment leak provisons by
complying with the provisons of 40 CFR part 63 subpart H. Some of the referenced provisonsrefer to
agitators in heavy liquid service. Are agitators in heavy liquid service to be included in the lek detection
and repair program?

Answer: The EPA did not intend the Refinery MACT provisonsto goply to agitators. A recent revison
(63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) to the regulaiondarified that owners and operators of facilities subject
to the Refinery MACT are not required to comply with 40 CFR part 63 subpart H requirements for
agitatorsin heavy liquid service.

46. Quedtion Clarify the base conditions for equipment in light liquid service; i.e., are the vapor pressure
and concentrationlimits related to the liquid process stream, or only to the HAP inthe liquid? If morethan
one HAP, are they additive?

Answer: The definitions are on the total stream compodtion, not on aHAP bassonly. A guestion you
may ask is, is it clear that you have a choice of using either the greater than 10 percent evaporated at
150°C (860.593) definition(whichisthe Subpart GGG cross-reference definitioninthe rule), or the HON
definition (863.161) in whichyougo by components, partia pressures, and the percent contributed to the
total streamby that component? Thefluid must bealiquid at operating conditions. It hasto be greater than
20 percent by weight of any pure component in the stream which has a partial pressure exceeding 0.03
kPA. It does not look like you have achoice. Y ou do the 10 percent/150°C test on the stream and the
bigtota. So it might make a differencein some particular circumstances which definition you are dlowed
to use.
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WASTEWATER PROVISIONS

1. Quedtion A refinery is currently subject to and complying with the wastewater provisons in the
Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP (40 CFR 61, Subpart FF). Should the refinery (now subject to the
Refinery MACT Rule) be reporting compliancethrough the BWON or through the Refinery MACT Rule?

Answer: Clearly, in 1998 the Refinery MACT adminidrative requirements will gpply alongwith Subpart
FF. Between now and the compliance date for the Refinery MACT, MACT is not yet effective so you
would comply withany overlappingrule. Thewastewater provisonsof thetwo regulaionsarevery smilar.

2. Quedtion: Sample vaves and storage tanks are not included in the equipment leaks provisons, what
about water drains on storage tanks?

Answer: Asindicated inthedefinitionfor "equipment leak” under 863.641 of the Refinery MACT rule(see
correcting amendments at 61 FR 29876, June 12, 1996), vents from wastewater collection and
conveyance systems (including, but not limited to wastewater drains, sewer vents, and sump drains), tank
mixers, and sample vaves on storage tanks are not equipment leaks. Section 63.647 containswastewater
provisions gpplicable to drain systems, and refers to 40 CFR part 61, Subpart FF (the Benzene Waste
Operations NESHAP). A water seal isrequired for drains containing water with a benzene concentration
greater than 10 ppm.

3. Quedtion If awastewater streammanagement unit issubject to both the Refinery MACT and 40 CFR
part 63 subpart G (the HON), with which requirements must the owner/operator comply?

Answer: A wastewater stream management unit that recelveswastewater streams subject to the Refinery
MACT isto beincompliancewith40 CFR part 61 subpart FF, the Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP
(BWON). When a wastewater stream management unit receives streams subject to both the Refinery
MACT and the HON, the unit isto be in compliance with the provisons of 863.133 through 863.137, and
§63.140, 863.138, and 863.139 of the HON for Storage, conveyance, trestment, and control, the
requirements of 863.143 and 863.148 of the HON for monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting, and al
of the requirements of the BWON except for 861.355 through 861.357, whichindude recordkeeping and
reporting requirements. Alternately, arecent revison to the regulationallows (63 FR 44135, August 18,
1998) wastewater stream management unitssubject to boththe Refinery MACT and the HON to comply
with only the requirements of the HON.

4. Quedion: Isarefinery’s wastewater system required to be included in the startup, shutdown and
mafunction plan (SSMP)?

Answer: As requirements for wastewater stream management units, the Refinery MACT references the
BWON, which does not include a requirement for a SSMP. However, the Refinery MACT aso
references the requirement in the General Provisons to develop a SSM P, so whether a SSMP isrequired
for wastewater may not be clear. The EPA did not intend to add additiond requirements for wastewater
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beyond the BWON. A recent revisonto the Refinery MACT (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) clarified
that a SSMP is not required for wastewater. However, owners and operators may wish to prepare a
SSMP because it may reduce reporting when malfunctions occur.

A SSMP is required for wastewater if the owner or operator elects to comply only with the wastewater
requirements of 40 CFR part 63 subpart G.
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EMISSIONS AVERAGING

1. Quedtion If arefinery decided to use emissons averaging but then later found they had trouble; i.e.,
they could not demondtrate they are mesting their quarterly caps or their annud cap or they were having
trouble with the monthly monitoring excursions, could they withdraw from emissons averaging without
pendties?

Answer: Thereisnothing in either the HON or the Refinery MACT Rule that spells out what you could
do to withdraw from emissons averaging. However, it is clear in the Rule that if you decide to make a
change in the way you are complying with the Rule, you can go through a Title V permit modification.

Now, would there be no pendties? Obvioudy, getting a permit change could be construed as a pendty
inand of itsdf because it will cost you something to get a permit changed. Anybody who wants to use
averaging will want to teke afairly hard look at how safe they are at meeting thesetargets. 'Y ou would not
take the emissons averaging approach without alot of forethought and planning.  The problem with the
emissons averaging approach is that you are locked into an operating scenario; therefore, you need to
make certain that you can live with that scenario. 'Y ou should have amargin of safety inyour averaging o
as not to have aviolation.

2. Question: Please give examples of what it means for a credit to be discounted by 10 percent in
emissons averaging.

Answer: Bascaly, what that saysisif you control 9 tonsworth of a HAP from atank, for example, you
would only get to credit 8.1 of those 9 tons. Another way of looking at it isif the debit is 10 tons per yesr,
you would have to create 11 tons per year of credit. Itisjust like an interest rate; you have to pay back
alittle more than what you owed in theory.

3. Question: Can you use emissons averaging for NSPS Subpart QQQ without approva from the
Adminigrator? This question concerns an existing drain system.

Answer: No. Theway the emissons averaging provisions are drafted, you have to get gpprova for the
plan approach for compliance and it isto be granted by the State or the permitting authority. Absent a
State or permitting authority gpprovad, the EPA Adminigtrator, meaning the Regiond offices, would do the
gpproval. But you cannot avoid the gpproval process.

Regarding the question about Subpart QQQ, | am assuming that this drain system is subject to Subpart
QQQ becauseit is new congtruction, but it is in the scope of the Refinery MACT standard and it is not
subject to the Benzene Waste Rule. Obvioudly, it has to be in the scope of the Refinery MACT standard
to be able to use emissons averaging and, inthat instance, you could usethis asadebit generator and there
would be no prohibition. | would have to check the rule language to make sure that option has not been
closed off by something. But basically you could, provided you could find something e sein the Ruleto be
acontrol credit. Now, what you would have to do is take a complete hit on that wastewater stream. In
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other words, you would not get partid credit for having suppressed part of the drain syssemand no credit
for the downstream portions.

The dructuring of the averaging provisons has to do with al the issues and debate over what are
appropriate modes for emissons from wastewater conveyances. And so, to keep it workable we in
essence said it is either suppressed and creditable or it isnot suppressed and youmust look at the thing as
the point where you start dischargingitscontents and consider that againgt you. So you would haveto lay
out some more specificsbefore | could completey answer the question, but you might under certain narrow
circumstances have some possihility there.

4. Quedtion: Why are wastewater streamstreated inabiologica trestment unit not alowed to beincluded
in an emissons average? Does the EPA somehow view biological treatment as inferior to reference
control ?

Answer: To respond to the second question first, biological trestment is not viewed as being an inferior
control technology; biologicd trestment unitsdo anexcdlent jobtreating some materids. Y ou can get very
good biodegradation on some materials and not so good on other materias that have greater Henry’ slaw
congtants. Thereisapopular view that biologica units are inherently bad, but the people working on the
HON and the BWON would not agree withthat inal circumstances. There were peoplewho commented
onthe proposal inthe HON and they felt very strongly that biologica units should not be dlowed and that
there were great uncertainties about biotrestment efficiency, etc.

Regarding emissons averaging, biologica treatment units are not alowed in emissons averaging because
of the way the HON Wastewater Compliance Provisons are set up. The HON provisons are different
from the Benzene Wastewater Provisons in that we are looking at a lot of different compounds in the
HON, whereas the Benzene Waste Rule only gpplies to benzene. In Benzene Wadte, if you meet the
suppression requirements for the biologica unit and meet the definition of enhanced biodegradation, you
arein compliance.

In the HON, because we are looking at a lot of different compounds and combinations of compounds,
people figure out what they are required to remove in their Group 1 wastewater streams at the point of
generationand calculatearequired massremova. They demonsirate compliance by determining the mass
that is entering the bio unit at the heedworks and determining the fractionbiodegraded for everything that
entered this wastewater trestment unit. The actual mass removal is caculated by multiplying the fraction
biodegraded by the total mass entering the unit. 'Y ou then compare the actud to the required amount. If
the actua meets or exceeds the required remova onthe total HAP, thenyouareincompliance. If itisless,
you have to do something else, such as use someform of upstream trestment unit or consider a totdly
different compliance approach.

Because you are usng the mass entering the bio unit at the headworks, it is a collection of everything
(induding the Group 1 streams, the Group 2 streams, and the collection of wastewater streams fromunits
that are not subject to thisRule). And it islike one big average pool number. So they would be getting
additiond credit.
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The emissons averaging provisons spell out dl the terms of the agreement. 1n essence, dl the equations
are inthere. The biologica treatment provisions would have just doubled that section again. It was a
policy cdl to not dlow this. If you have ever looked at Appendix C to 40 CFR 63, | think you will
understand what | am referring to.

5. Question: Why are there regulations for new source MACT and emissions averaging when nobody
plansto useit?

Answer: The gatute requires different standards for new sources and for exising sources. So by Statute
the EPA had to have new source requirements. And even though the EPA does not think any exiding
sources will trigger the new source requirements; it is possible that somebody in the future could.

Emissons averaging is there to dedl with the extraordinary case where somebody redly has avery costly
gtuationand this, despite dl of itsdrawbacks, representsaway to lower their costs of compliance. It does
not mean the costs would below, it just meansit is going to reduce their codts for compliance. We have
had three companies submit an application under the HON, one of which was very cregative. | was
surprised that anybody did, given dl the statements about the restrictions making it unworkable.

S0 these provigons are there to dea with abnormal cases. They are not appropriate for the typical
gtuation. Thisisan issue that the EPA has committed to reexamine. Quite frankly, we have limited gaff
and resources available to work on it. The Agency will not be able to reexamine the policy until thereis
ademand for the product.

6. Quedtion: Would you comment on the other stakeholders, the environmental movement, in the
development of the emissons averaging provisons? At one time, emissons averaging actualy seemed to
bealittle bit more reasonable thanit wasinthe find anadysis. Other people, the environmental community,
were afrad that we were going to cheat and get out of making the emissons reduction. | think they stabbed
the emissons averaging provison in the back, which is why we do not have onetoday. Do you think that
is areasonable interpretation?

Answer: | would say that the current emissions averaging provisons reflect the various politica pressures
that were brought to bear during the time the provisions were developed.

7. Quedtion: What isthe sze of the pendty charged to arefinery if emisson debits exceed credits?
Answer: It*snot specific, but I*massuming that thisis a Stuationwhere debits have exceeded credits either
for thewhole year or most of the year. If the program has been del egated to your State, you must first [ook
to the State laws to see what your potentia pendties are.

If thisis gill a Federal programunder the Clean Air Act, the civil penalties can be up to $25,000 per day.
Y oudo not want to have your debits exceed your credits because the daily penaty can bemultiplied times
365 days. | doubt that you would ever be assessed witha pendty that high, because under the Clean Air
Act there arecong derations that would be brought into play in determining what the sze of a penalty would
be, such as your history of compliance, your good faith efforts to comply, etc. However, if the enforcer
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can make a case that you have received some substantial economic benefit from your non-compliance,
suchan argument will work against youwhen they figure out what your pendty might be. | would caution
you that if there comes atimein the course of the year, say three-quarters of the way through the year,
whereyour andyssindicatesthat youare not going to be able to make up those debitsby the end of year,
someone might draw the conclusionthat youare inknowing violation for the remaining part of the year, so
you definitey want to watchout for that. 'Y ou should a so be concerned about the potentid for citizen suits,
which is provided for under the Clean Air Act.

8. Quedtion: Isthe 33 percent emissions averaging debit limit caculated onamonthly average, quarterly
average, or annual average?

Answer: The 33 percent limit is caculated on aquarterly basiswherethe credits can be no more than 130
percent less than the debits.

Potentidly, there isafine if you exceed that cap, but the 30 percent buffer should be enough to ded with
seasond variations and operations betweenyour debit and your credit generators. Another person asked
if there is any other pendty. If you fall to properly operate the required equipment, that could be
considered a separate violation.

9. Quedion Isincineraion limited in credit potentid to a 98 percent control maximum? Or can 99.99
percent control be used as the credit in emissons averaging?

Answer: Thereare proceduresin theemissonsaveraging provisons(863.652) whereif you can show that
you have a different design or different operating characteristics, youmay have agood argument asto why
thisis adifferent device than an ordinary vapor incinerator. In those cases, you can get the extra credit.
But you do have to submit this informeation to the permit authority.

10. Question: The Marine MACT rule requires 97 percent control. Flares are credited with 98 percent
contral if they meet the equipment specifications in 863.11(b). Isthe 1 percent difference available asa
credit for emissons averaging?

Answer: | do not think that is presently the case. The evauation of flare performance is based on work
that was done in the early 19805 it isaregressonandysson limited test deta and it will be very difficult
to figure out whether you were getting different performance with the flare in the two Stuations.

11. Quedtion: Isthere any EPA guidance on how to determine rlative hazardous ranking, or do we have
to use the section 112(g) hazard ranking?

Answer: Asgtated in section 10.3 of the BID (EPA-453/R-95-015b) in response to acomment, the EPA
has published an annotated bibliography giving procedures for determining hazardous risk. That istheonly
guidancewe have right now. It was not our intention when we did the HON, and we did not change this
when we were developing the Refinery MACT rule, to send youto the section 112(g) hazardous ranking.
It was decided to leave the hazardous and risk assessment procedures to the discretion to the State and

43



locd permitting authority. Many States have an Air Toxics rule where they go through and perform the
evaduatiions. You would be using those same procedures. The EPA did not tell you how to do the
hazardous risk comparison.

12. Question: How many points can be used a amarine vessel loading facility for purposes of emissons
averaging?

Answer: | do not think that the rule spellsit out, but in essence you would cal each loading dock onepoint.
Every separate marine vessal would not be considered a point.

13. Question: Who hasto certify annualy that the credits exceeded the debits? Isthisthe "responsble
officdd" per TitleV?

Answer: Yes Thisispart of your annud certification. It would be signed by your Title V respongble
officid.

14. Quedtion Who approves Emissions Averaging plans until States have been delegated authority
through section 112 (1)?

Answer: The EPA Regiond offices usudly approve such plans unless you know the State has been
delegated the authority.

15. Quedtion: Isthere any emissions averaging software on the horizon?

Answer: | believe (and thismay be out-of-date information that the EPA put up onthe TTN bulletin board)
thereis a program for doing the cdculations for emissons averaging. The softwareislocated onthe TTN
under CAAA (Clean Air Act Amendments, Policy/Guidance; under filename HONAVGAS.ZIP. The
intention in putting the program on the TTN wasto get some betatesting done. We origindly had severd
people interested inca culation procedures. An EPA employee named Tom Walton prepared the program
and it hasbeen onthe TTN for quite sometime. | think this program is probably free, for anyone to use
and try to improve. Part of therationae for developing the program was that it might aso be useful for
section 112(g) calculations.
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INTERACTION WITH OTHER RULES

1. Quedtion If you use a process heater or a boiler to control a vent stream, do NSPS Subpart J
requirements for monitoring ether the H,S or SO, concentration of the fuel gas il gpply?

Answer: Yes. The NSPS Subpart Jrule is independently gpplicable, and note that it deds with criteria
pollutants and not HAP.

2. Quedtion: In order to comply with MACT requirements, assume that the new control is a combustion
unit. Would the unit be subject to PSD New Source Review or NSPS modification? We understand it
is a different program, but the EPA mus exempt by regulation such other regulatory burden sinceit has
overdl benefits to the environment based on MACT’ simpact andysis.

Answer: | am going to split thisup into acouple of parts. 1t ismy understanding that the PSD New Source
Review programhas proposed a darificationthat whenyou add acombustor or make some other change,
it counts as an “increase intheemissons” But if the new combustor or changeis dueto aregulation, they
are exempted from the PSD New Source Review. | hope that it will be published asafind rule soonin
the Federal Regigter.

Concerning the part of the question dedling with NSPS modification, that would depend onwhether or
not you have expended the necessary capital in order to use this combustor. If you rebuilt the combustor,
just the fact that there is an increase in emissions in and of itself does not necessarily mean it is a
modification. Y ou would have to meet the criteria (i.e., capita expenditures) in the Genera Provisons.
There are some excdlusions from the definition of modification in 860.14(e) which are very hdpful in this
kind of case. Changing fuels would be an example of an excluson.

3. Quedtion: Why doesthe Refinery MACT rule not pecify that a Gasoline Digtribution system subject
to 40 CFR part 63, Subpart CC must only comply with Subpart R in part 63?

Answer: Although gasoline didtribution systems are not specifically addressed in the part of the Refinery
MACT that dedswith rule overlap (8§ 63.640(n)), the gasoline loading rack provision (863.650) clearly
dtates that gasoline loading racks must comply with 40 CFR part 63, subpart R.

4. Quedtion How do the marineloading provisons of Refinery MACT relateto the provisonsof Marine
Loading MACT?

Answer: Just because there is marine loading occurring at a refinery does not subject that marine loading
fadility to controls or to the Marine Loading MACT Rule. The presence of marine loading a a mgor
source of HAP, such as a refinery, does not subject that marine loading fadility to controls. Y ou must
examine the gpplicability requirements specificdly for the marine loading fadility itsdf; that is, the marine
loading facility must of and by itsdf emit more than 10 tons per year of any one HAP or 25 tons per year
of a combination of HAP, and there are some additiond gpplicability requirements, such as a vapor
pressure cutoff. 'Y oumay have somerecordkeeping requirementsthat demonstratethat you are not subject
to the rule, but the operation would not be subject to the control requirements.
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5. Quedtion: In oneof the presentationsthe statement was made: "In generd, the source must comply with
only the mogt gtringent rule” Stringent inwhat regard? Control, Recordkeeping/Reporting, |nspections?
What happensif State regulations are more stringent?

Answer: The stringency comparison gppliesjust to the Federd rules. The EPA dso made some changes
under Gasoline Didribution MACT that basicdly sad you do not have to comply with the Gasoline
Didribution MACT ruleif you are in compliance with the Refinery MACT rule. Theintent was that you
will only be required to comply with one of these rules. Another darification is that there is alist of 189
hazardous ar pollutants in the Act, while we have aligt in Table 1 of 28 specific air pollutants for the
Refinery MACT. To determine the applicability of your source, you are required to count al HAP from
thelist of 189 in determining whether you exceed the threshold of the 10/25 tons per year of HAP. When
you look at your whole source to determine applicability, you will need to look at both inorganic and
organic HAP in totd to seeif your sourceisindeed major. The28 HAPthat arelisted specificdly in Table
1 help to darify the gpplicability of individua process units. If they do not emit, come into contact with,
or contain one of those 28, thenit may not indeed be a petroleum refining process unit. So there are two
lists and both of them operate somewhat separately from each other.

6. Quedion If you have a Stuation where a State rule is viewed as being more stringent that the
corresponding Federal rule, what has to be done in order to justify that stringency? Can the Staterule be
more stringent than the Federd maximum?

Answer: Firg of dl, thisState/Federd interaction and program substitution isbound up in the section 112(1)

process, which is under litigation. But a State should be able to go through a process for subgtituting their

own rule for a Federd rule, and that would be the requirement that goesinto your permit. | do not know
what the timeframe is for settling the section 112() litigation, but we hope it will al be resolved before the
compliance date for this rule becomes due. Whether or not a State rule can be more stringent than a
Federd standard will depend upon the individud Staters code. Some States have laws that restrict their

ability to be more stringent than Federd rules. Y ouneed to look at your individua State rule to figure that
out.

Regarding equipment leaks, this can get rather complicated. As a generd rule, the different leak
definitions do not amount to much difference in the actua weighted average percent emissions reduction.
Itisalot of argument for very little difference in performance. If the State hasa programonthe booksand
they want to get it subgtituted and it has reasonable monitoring in it, | do not believe it matters which
program you use so long as you pay some attentionto maintenanceand repair. The State will have to go
through the section 112 (I) process after the litigation is settled.

7. Quedtion: Isthereareferenceindicating which ruleismost stringent when comparing thefollowing rules:
Refinery MACT, SOCMI HON, NSPS for Fugitive Emissons, NSPS for vents, NSPS for tanks, and
NSPS for marine loading? Or does the State have to do it independently?

Answer: Let me give an example related to fugitive emissons. Suppose you have a new reformer unit
located in the refinery and you have 1,000 valves that are in NSPS service. Of those 1,000 valves, you
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have a subset having greater than 5 percent HAP. Subpart CC will gpply to those. Now you might be
maintaining less than 2 percent leskers on your 1,000 vavesthat apply to NSPS; however, that subset of
valves, say 500, that have more than 5 percent HAP may have aleak rate greater than 2 percent. Soin
that case, it redly depends upon your data. Also, not only do you have to look at those two rules but,
depending upon how much benzene you have, the Benzene NESHAP for Fugitive Equipment Lesks aso
may apply and you aso have to look at that portion of the subset of equipment leaks and their lesk rate.
S0, again, which is more stringent depends upon your specific data. Tanks generally require double sedls
but you might have different monitoring, inspection, or reporting requirements. It is not clear in dl cases
which is going to be more stringent, but wherethe EPA has darified that one set of rulesapplies, that*sthe
set of rulesyou have to comply with. If two rules gpply where a State may not have yet adopted a Refinery
MACT, you have to comply with both rules.

8. Quedtion Were the new fugitive emissoncorreations used to determine the nationa emissons and the
reductions associated with the Refinery MACT rule? If not, were the impacts/benefits re-estimated?

Answer: The answer isno. Weused the older correlations. Thishasbeen acontinuous unresolved issue
throughout the standard development effort. We have answered this question a number of timesfor the
Congress, and we can provide that material.

9. Quedtion: Isthe Refinery MACT rule afree-standing Federd requirement likeNSPS or isit adopted
by Stateslike Title V?

Answer: The MACT rules are free-standing, independent stlandards. If there were no Title V, MACT
rules would gtill be developed and in effect under Title 111 of the Act.

10. Quedion If the Refinery MACT rule is just a Federa requirement, how does it become a State
requirement so that it can be put into a State operating permit?

Answer: This is accomplished through the section 112 (I) delegation process. If a State applies for
delegation, that*s how the Federa requirement would become part of the State program. Otherwisg, it is
aFederd requirement that would be implemented and enforced by the Federd government (EPA). The
section 112 (1) process was how people were envisioning that if the State had a smilar requirement which
they thought was equivaent to or better than the Federal requirement, this could al be collapsed in the
permit application.

11. Question: When will the EPA Regiond offices receive ddegation of authority for Title 1117
Answer: According toinformation from the Office of Enforcement, the EPA Regiond officeshaverecaeived

delegationof authority. The Delegation Manua change was sgned in August of 1995. The EPA Regions
have the authority to implement Title 111 standards that have been issued so far.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. Quedtion Therewere severd questions on startup, shutdown, and mafunction plans, and one question
on potentia to emit. The question on potentid to emit requested further explanation on the subject, and
is addressed first.

Answer: Potentid to emit indludeswith it aterm cdled "Federd enforceability.” In order for a source to
have controls so thet its potential to emit is less than what it would be without those controls or those
congtraints, those controls or congtraints have to be federaly enforceable (e.g., enforceable by the U.S.
EPA). Federally enforceable controls can be a control technology that a source putson its unit, or it may
be alimit on its hours of operation or alimitinproduction. Such limitations can beavariety of congraints,
but they have to be federaly enforcegble. In the lawsuit that received afind judgment early inthe summer
of 1995 concerning industry'schdlengeto the Title [11 Genera Provisons definitionof "mgor source,” the
court ruled in favor of indudtry but Ieft the rule in place while EPA recongdersit. This meansthat until the
rule is revoked or amended, controls must be federaly enforceable to reduce PTE for the air toxics

program.

EPA's generd provisons for MACT rules (40 CFR part 63, subpart A) require that only federdly-
enforcesble controls be included in calculations for determining major source status. In litigation, the court
ruled that EPA did not adequately support the decision not to credit State or loca controls thet are not
federdly enforceable from PTE. EPA isin the process of deciding whether to change the rule, but it
remans ineffect. However, on January 25, 1995, the EPA issued atransition policy memo stating that for
the period through January 1997 effective State-permitted controls are considered as effective limitations
onyour PTE. (Note: On August 27, 1996, the EPA extended the trangtionperiod to July 31, 1998. On
July 10, 1998 the EPA further extended the transition period to December 31, 1999.)

Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plans (SSMP)

2. Quedtion: To whom is the natification concerning startups, shutdowns, and mafunctions required in
863.6(e)(3) (Genera Provisions) to be sent, the local, State, or EPA Regional administrator?

Answer: Ingenerd, dl natifications and reports, including notifications required under 863.6(€)(3), should
be sent to the entity with implementation authority. Before the NESHAP is delgated to the State or loca
agency toimplement, natifications should be sent to the EPA Region. After the NESHAP is delegated to
the SIL agency, notifications are to be sent to both S/L agency and EPA Regions, unless the EPA Region
waives the dud reporting requirement. If the U.S. EPA has this authority, it should be sent to the
gopropriate Regiond office. If the State has primacy, it should be sent to the State agency. Likewisg, if
the local agency has primacy, notifications should be sent to them.

3. Quedtion: Aredartup, shutdown, and malfunction reportsrequired for every variation from the sandard

for every emission point, such as heater tank, pump, compressor, or flare control device? Are SSMP's
required for each of the above process units or the whole refinery?
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Answer: The SSMP is required for the affected source. In the case of Refinery MACT, the affected
sourceisthe entire fecility. Thereis nothing, however, in the provisions of 863.6(e)(3) that precludes a
source from breaking down the SSMP into something that is more manageable by process unit or by
another way that a source would chooseto do it. In the correcting amendments to the find rule (61 FR
29876, June 12, 1996), the EPA darified that, for the purposes of the SSMP, startup and shutdown refer
to refinery processunits or unit operations rather than to individua components such as pumps. Now, is
areport required for every variation from the plan? The requirements in the rule say that the plan must
describe in detail what the source is going to do and then, when you are not consistent with the plan, the
report has to be made. The question of consstency is anindividua determinationthat each sourcewould
haveto make. Did we follow theintent of what waswritteninour plan? How specificaly or how broadly
was it written?

4. Question Isthe SSMP required only for Group 1 sources subject to Refinery MACT?
Answer: The SSMPisnot required for Group 2 sources.
5. Quedtion: Isan SSMP required for ar pollution control equipment only?

Answer: No. Part of the purpose stated in the rule is to ensure that a all times owners or operators
operate and maintain affected sources, induding associated ar pollution control equipment, in a manner
consgtent withgood ar pollutioncontrol practicesfor minimizing emissons duringstartups, shutdowns, and
mafunctions. It covers everything--the operation of the unit and its associated air pollution control
equipment.

6. Quedtion: Doesthe SSMP require EPA approva?

Answer: No, it does not. It is required to be developed much like a Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure (SPCC) plan, but it does not have to have their samp of approva unless they choose to
review it. If they do choose to review it and find what they consider to be deficiencies, then the
owner/operator has an obligation to modify the plan to comply with the Agency's determination.

7. Quedtion: Isan SSMP that smply references refinery process unit operating procedures acceptabl €?
Answer: Yes. There are dlowances in the Generd Provisions for you to use your standard operating
proceduresto providefor your SSM P inthe event that, inyour estimation, they contain sufficent detall and
satidy the intent of the startup, shutdown, and mafunction plan requirement.

8. Quedtion: If refinery unit stlandard operating procedures are used asthe SSMP, will any deviation from

the outlined procedures, no matter how minor, be considered a deviation from the SSMP, thus requiring
notification? Would it be better to develop smple, more generic SSMIPsto avoid thistype of problem?
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Answer: The Generd Provisons[863.6(e)(3)] usetheterm "consstent.” It does not say very condstent,
or somewhat consstent, it just says consstent. Y ou have to make that determination.  With regard to
generic SSMPs, if oneis clever in writing an SSMP s that it provides sufficient detall (because there is
arequirement that it be in detall), yet is generic enough to where you can maneuver in it, then that would
be to your advantage.

9. Quedtion: Do the SSMP's have to be complete at the time of Title V permit applicationsubmittd or at
thetime of TitleV permit issuance?

Answer: Neither. It hasto be complete at the time of compliance with the rdevant gandard. TitleV is
redlly not an issue here unless the two happen to coincideinthar iming. Theseare saf-implementing. Al
the MACT dandards are sef-implementing outside of

TitleV. TitleV redly has no rdevance insofar as when the plan isrequired.

10. Quedtion: Are changes required to the SSMP consdered a modification to the Title V permit?

Answer: The EPA hassad that referencing by permit does not mean that the plan itsef isincluded in the
permit, but only the requirement to have the plan is included. Thus, changes are not considered
modificationsto aTitle V permit.

11. Quedtion Is the affected source the entire refinery, or is it just a Sngle tank when consdering
reconstruction or construction?

Answer: The affected source is defined in section 63.640. The affected source is the collection of
petroleum refinery process units and related emission points.

12. Quedtion Assume an organic HAP process vent is routingly routed to a flare to meet control
standards. If the flare experiences amechanica problem that resultsin asmoking flare, isthis necessarily
aviolation? Can the SSMP address such aproblemso that aviolationdoes not result? How about when
aflare mechanicd problem resultsin aflame outage?

Answer: Fird of dl, does the event that occurred fdl under the definition of mafunction? Under the
definition, it hasto beinfrequent, sudden, and not reasonably preventable. If it doesqudify asamdfunction
and if it is covered by the plan, then it should not result in aviolation.

13. Quedtion You mentioned that operation and maintenance (O& M) requirements are enforcesble
independent of emissonslimitations. In the Generd Provisons, there is arather broad statement. 1t does
not refer to any specific sandard, but is genera to dl standards.

Answer: The O& M requirementsof the Genera Provisons apply to dl sources. In addition, inthe event

that you have an O&M requirement (LDAR requirements in Subpart H could be considered as
maintenance anyway), and there is a violaion or a non-compliance with that O&M requirement
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(notwithstanding the fact that youdo not have an emissons limitation violation), you can be held lidble for
the O&M violaion. Those are enforcegble independent of emissons limitations.

One other point about that--you are required to ingtdl, cdibrate, maintain, and operate al monitoring
equipment in compliance with the manufacturer's recommendations, which is another example of the type
of requirement that becomes enforceable essentidly the same way.

A revigon to the rule that is currently being consdered dlows monitoring equipment to be indaled,
calibrated, maintained, and operated in compliancewith manufacturer’ srecommendations or other written
procedures that provide adequate assurance that equipment will monitor accurately.

14. Quedtion: Do the congtruction permit gpprova requirementsof 863.5 gpply to theingdlation of anew
process unit in an exigting refinery? Assume that the new process unit would have a potentid to emit
greater than 10 tons per year of one HAP.

Answer: Yes, they do. You would have to comply with those requirements (it is not consdered
recongtruction).
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MONITORING AND INSPECTIONS

1. Quedtion Isthe reconstructed source under 863.640(k)(2) the whole refinery or just the process unit?

Answer: Badcdly, thisisaquestion about gpplicability and the designation of affected source. " Source”
has a atutory definition. It is the entire contiguous facility under common control, so source in this
particular case means the whole source, the whale refinery.  And, of course, the sheer size of the typica
refinery makesit difficult to trigger reconstruction (50 percent of the cost of the facility).

2. Quedtion: What kind of monitoring equipment is expected to be used to continuously monitor effluents
before co-mingling? What parameters must be measured?

Answer: Although "effluents’ is the word used in the Genera Provisions, you could say "vent streams.”
Thereisno requirement to monitor any streams under the Refinery MACT rule. Thereare, however, some
requirementsto monitor the control device (described in 863.644). 'Y ou would be monitoring theinlet and
outlet of the control device, so you could say that such a stream is co-mingled, but there is no actud
requirement to monitor the stream in the Refinery MACT, just the efficiency of the control device.

Referring to the General Provisons language, it says that if you have co-mingled vents from different
affected sources, they must be monitored independently. Sincethereis only one affected sourcein Refinery
MACT, dearly you can co-mingle different vents from different emisson points.

3. Question: Doesthe boiler performance test require the establishment of a residence time?

Answer: No, dl you need to do is sample, andyze, and determine ether the percent control or that the
outlet organic HAP content islessthan 20 partsper million. At thesametime, you would establish arange-
-either a maximum or a minimum--for some parameter of the control device, and that's typicaly
temperature ather in the firebox or the combustion zone, or into and out of the catalyst bed. Thereisa
further note that this is a requirement for CV'S (closed vent systems). Under certain rules, there is a
requirement for the control device, but not the CV'S, to be monitored for residencetime or verificationthat
the design hasadequate residencetime. And ingenerd, that doesn't gpply here. 1f you go the Subpart VV
option and you enclose (instead of monitor) the valve and vent it to a closed vent system to a control
device, thenit would have aresidencetimerequirement under the Genera Provisons for the control device.
However, that isan option. Y ou do not have to eect that. 'Y ou can do the demonstration, and it can be
adesign evaluation under Subpart VV and the tank rules.

4. Quedtion: Someone asked meto explain my comment about introducing the vent stream outside of the
flame zone and then triggering a performance test requirement.

Answer: If you want to control avent stream by introducing it into a boiler or process furnace and that
bailer or processfurnace has a heat input greater than 44 megawetts, you have no requirement to do any
monitoring. Y ou aso have no requirement to do any monitoring if you introduce it into the flame zone of
any boiler or processheater. "Flame zone" is defined as the envelope created by the flame. Y ou cannot
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introduceit outside of the flame (at the top of the radiance sectionor inthe convective section, etc.) inorder
to meet this requirement.

5. Question: What isthe monitoring requirement for athermd oxidizer (aforced draft flare with pilot and
supplementa fud) if abackup flares monitoring requirement is the only evidence of a pilot?

Answer: Therearethreethingsto point out here. First of dl, if you aretalking about an air-asss flare, that
has different requirements than an enclosed oxidizer.

Second, the straightforward answer isthat you still have to monitor the temperature in the firebox.

And the third thingisthat it is not just evidence of the pilot that you have to monitor in the flare. You aso
have to be aware of the other requirementsinthe General Provisions, 863.11(b), such as the minimum net
heating vaue of the gas stream and the maximum exit velocity. Under 863.11(b), it'saone-timetest. The
requirement depends on whether you have an enclosed device or an air-assst flare. 'Y ou should check
863.644(a)(1) and 863.11(b) to determine the differences.

6. Quedion Under Refinery MACT, a process vent can be directed to aflare for control. If aflareis
already subject to NSPS Subpart J and must be monitored for H,S, does this mean the process vent is
subject to H,S monitoring aswel? Or isit srictly limited to the monitoring required under Refinery MACT
no matter what the flare is subject to?

Answer: The process vent is not subject to H,S monitoring. There is no requirement in Refinery MACT
to monitor any kind of compositional qualities of the stream itsdf; merdly that the control device meets
performance parameters. So the answer to the second part would be, yes, it is Srictly limited to the
monitoring required under Refinery MACT. The larger question is whether the addition of the stream to
the gas going to the flare modifiesthe composition of the flare gas enough to change the NSPS Subpart J
requirements. | would assume that they are independently enforceable and, regardless of what youmix to
send to the flare, you have to meet the NSPS Subpart J requirements as well.

7. Quedtion: Arehourly flare pilot monitoring recordsto beinstantaneous readings recorded once per hour
or can they be hourly averages of the amount of time the flare pilot was actudly on?

Answer: Neither the Refinery MACT rule nor the Genera Provisions has arecording requirement for this
vaiable. The Generd Provisons say you have to "monitor the flare presence a dl times” The Refinery
MACT calsfor adevice capable of continuoudy detecting the pilot flame. Thereredly is no recording
requirement, but there is a requirement to monitor continuoudy. Thereisarequirement to make arecord
if you do not have any of the pilotson, but youdo not have to have continuous records to prove that your
flarewas on. 'Y ou have to be able to show to enforcement that your system would be capable of detecting
an outage, should they question the fact that you do not have any records.

8. Quedtion: Isthereapecified frequency in documentation for every liquid component -- Sght, sound,
and smdl ingpections?
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Answer: No. Nether Subpart VV nor the HON specifies a frequency, only a requirement to do the
monitoring.  Once you actudly perform the Method 21 monitoring, you trigger the documentation
requirements for that monitoring.

9. Question: Why would you want to volunteer to monitor connectors for fugitive emissons?

Answer: The sraghtforward answer isthat if youlook at Tables8 and 9 inthe Refinery MACT rule, you
get larger bands for the percent legkers in the Phase 3 program for the modified HON. This should in
theory trandate to reduced frequency of monitoring for vaves and, therefore, overdl reduced stringency
of the program. Some States may aready require a connector monitoring program. The provison for
voluntary connector monitoring was put in there to say that for those of you who are doing it aready,
maybethis would be beneficia because it does give you alessfrequent Federal requirement for monitoring.
Some States may have less frequent monitoring under those circumstances.

10. Quedtion Does maximum achievable control technology (MACT) have any rdationship to the
equipment used for fugitive emissons monitoring? In other words, does MACT require automated data
collection systems utilizing machine-readable tags for component identification and data integrity?

Answer: No. Asthe Clean Air Act points out, MACT can be awork practiceif an emission limit is not
feadble. Inthisparticular case, emisson limits were not feasble for the individud lesker, so the EPA |eft
it as awork practice. You are required to perform the inspections and keep records, but how you
accomplish this is entirdy up to you. It isanticipated that most people will be usng datalogger systems
and the like because of the sheer volume of the large number of equipment itemsinvolved.

11. Quedtion: Istherearequirement for refinery operators to ingpect the tightness of tank trucks loading
a arack that is contiguous with the refinery?

Answer: Thereis no requirement for refinery operators to ingpect the tightness of tank trucks. It isthe
responsibility of the owner or operator of the sourceto load only into vapor-tight trucks. And thosetrucks
arerequired to have documentation of their vapor tightness. Y ou are required to verify within 2 weeks of
loading that the truck was vapor-tight. And if you by error loaded a nonvapor-tight truck, the
documentation would be useful in ensuring that this tank was not reloaded.  The rule says that the owner
or operator--and that's defined inthe case of a contiguous source as the personwithcommon control--has
the responsibility to keep track of the trucks loading &t the racks.

12. Quedtion Doesthe interna ingpection of aninternd floating roof tank require aningpectionbel ow the
interna roof?

Answer: It isimplicit in the rule that the answer is yes. This would be the only way to discharge the
ingpection requirements of 863.120(a) of 40 CFR 63, Subpart G, which requires youto ingpect the sedl.
Thereisno way that you caningpect the bottom of the sed from the top of the tank unless you completely
removeit. Thisis quite obvious in dua-sed systems where the secondary sed is going to obscure the
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primary sed, but even if you had a continuous liquid mounted sed or floating log, you dill have to get
undernegth it to see the bottom of the primary sedl.

13. Mugt apilot flame be present at dl timesineach refinery flare pursuant to 63.11(b)(5), or only when
gases are vented to the flare?

Answer: Theintent of the rule was to require continuous monitoring of flare pilots a dl times. Based on
the drafting in 63.654 (g)(6), | believe that the rule requires monitoring of flare pilot flames and reporting
whenever there is an operating day when dl pilot flames are absent. The refinery rule defines continuous
records as one reading per hour. EPA has prior determinations for NSPS that are smilar.

14. A thermocouple, ultraviolet sensor beam, or an infrared sensor is required to detect the presence of
apilot flame pursuant to 63.644(a)(2)-- are these devices considered to be continuous monitoring sysems
(CMS) asin 63.8?

Answer: Yes, | beieve these sysems are considered to be CM S. However, these systems are not subject
to the requirements of 63.8 because of the exemption in 63.8(b)(1)(iii). Note: (The only way thiswould
not be correct isif the subpart CC explicitly said that flares had to comply with the requirementsin 63.8).
The intent of the monitoring requirement was to ensure that if a gas stream were vented to a flare that it
would be controlled. Hence, we want to be certain that the flare will light. Thus, there is a monitoring
obligation on the flare pilot lights.
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PROCESS SAMPLING
1. Question What exactly is"in-stu sampling,” and what kind of equipment is used?

Answer: In-gtu sampling is sampling of a gas stream that is continuoudy going through ether a sampling
loop or some other very smdl bore piping directly into some monitor. Itisused primarily for qudity control
purposes. We are taking asmdl dip streaminto a gas chromatograph or some other instrument that gives
you afeedback loop to readjust your processif it isout of kilter. Thereasonin-gtusamplingisexemptin
the Rule is that the sampling pipes or tubings are very smdl.
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RECORDKEEPING

1. Quedtion What are examples of exigting records that may be dlowed by a State ImplementationPlan
(SIP)? Arethey the same asloca agency records?

Answer: Yes. For example, inthe Gaveston areathey have Regulation 5, which isavery tough set of SIP
rules. It requires essentidly the same controls, if not more stringent, than the Refinery MACT Rule. It
would seem reasonable for people in this area to use those rules in lieu of the Refinery MACT. The
Generd Provisons alow you to do that and also keep the same records that you are aready keeping in
lieu of the recordkeeping here. The EPA has written a White Paper 2 (located on the TTN Bulletin
Board), which dlows facilities to comply with more stringent locd rules if using the Title V' process.

Of course, this would have to be negotiated with the implementing agency. Remember the SIPisan
implementation plan by which the local agency tdls the EPA how it plans to meet the requirements of a
CTG or dmilar guiddines. Oftentimes, particularly in Texas, the locd agency will say, “WEé Il do this to
comply instead of that, because it’s equivaent.” The EPA does not have a problem with that as long as
you are getting the same levd of contral.

Please note that the process of getting the SIP revisonaccepted may be time-consuming. We hope by
the time the compliance date is in effect for this Rule, the whole SIP will be revised and accepted so there
will be asmple way to consolidate reports. We put that in this Rule, anticipating that the problem would
be corrected. But in and of itsdf, the provision in §63.640(q) does not dedl with the problem.

2. Quedtion: How long do performance test records have to be kept? And after the compliance
notification, are they needed?

Answer: Performance test records have to be kept for 5 years. Since these records are required in the
regulation, they need to be kept after the compliance natification.

3. Quedion Do LDAR performance tests have to be submitted with the compliance report? All the
records?

Answer: It depends on what is meant by an LDAR performance test. If this refers to annud testing of
equipment required under Subpart VV suchas something designated as alesklessvave or ano detectable
emissons component, | do not believe those are considered to be performance tests that have to be
submitted. Suchtestsare consdered routine leak ingpections. However, if you find that you are exceeding
the no detectable limit (500 ppm) in Subpart VV, that would be consdered a violation.

All of the records documenting the various detals in the compliance satus report do not need to be

submitted withthe report.  Submitting such excess documentation is not required, and may displease your
loca enforcement agency if they recaiveit.

58



4. Quedtion Thisquestion pertainsto one of the dides on storage tanks (workshop presentation). It says,
"Slide 10, second bullet from the bottom -- filling or filing?'

Answer: Indide 10, | am referring the requirement to report in advance when you rdfill your tank. To
quote fromthe rule--"shdl notify the Adminigtrator at least 7 calendar days prior to refilling of the storage
vesse." Notification shal be made by telephone immediatdy followed by written documentation,
demondirating why the ingpection was unplanned. This natification may aso be made in writing so that it
is received by the Adminigtrator at least 7 calendar days prior to the refilling. So while thereis nathing in
the rule that requiresyouto keep arecord of when yourfill your tank, youdo have areguirement to natify
EPA to provide 7 calendar days--the other one was 30 calendar days--to give the EPA anopportunity to
inspect, if youare doing your yearly inspection. So the only way that you can prove that youdid give them
the 30 days is to have arecord showing whenyourefilledit, whenthe tank was emptied, and when it was
refilled.

5. Quedtion: Does"readily accessble' mean that dl recordsincluding performance tests, lab tests, P& |
drawings, VOC, etc. need to be in file cabinets al located a the same office or can lab reports bein the
Iab, maintenance records be at the refineries in the maintenance department, etc.?

Answer: All therule saysisthat you have to be able to produce the recordswithin 24 hours. 1t does not
tdl youwhere you have to keep them. 'Y ou can keep them on-site or off-gite. If you can get thoserecords
to them in 24 hours, that is consdered readily accessible.

6. Quedtion: How many full-time employees are necessary to handle the Refinery MACT for a 100,000
barrel-per-day refinery?

Answer: 1t would depend onthe particular refinery. Itisobviousthat, for the fugitive emissonsmonitoring
program, the larger refineries are going to need more people thanthe smdler refineries. But it will depend
uponyour refinery and whether or not you have an ingpection monitoring program right now thet is usable
for the MACT requirements.

7. Quedtion: If we choosethe Subpart VV compliance method, do the Subpart V'V recordsand reporting
requirements gpply? Do any refinery MACT recordsand reportsapply if Subpart V'V recordsand reports

apply?

Answer: No. If you choose Subpart VV, youonly do the reporting for Subpart VV. An additiond point
isthat Subpart VV's records section applies only to VOC, not HAP. Subpart VV isaVOC regulation.
o, of course, Subpart VV may gpply to things that do not have HAP inthem, and that could cause some
confusion at your refinery.

8. Quedtion: Youstated that if the flarers only pilot isout for 24 hours, you have an excursion. If the pilot
operated 1 hour out of a24-hour period, would you be incompliancefor that day under definery MACT?
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Answer: Yes. The 24-hour period comes from a specific requirement, and is how a period of excess
emissionsis defined in the Refinery MACT rule under 863.654(g)(6)(i). It saysthet dl the pilots have to
be out for 24 hours Sraight, an operating day, for it to be a period of excess emissons that has to be
reported in an Excess Emissons Report. If you go out, however, for 1 hour or some other period, then
you go into your startup, shutdown, and mafunction plan. Aslong asyou do what is congstent with that
plan, you are not out of compliance with the Refinery MACT.

Y ou have arequirement to monitor and keep records of whether or not your pilot ison and it comes
from 863.654(1)(3), where it says, “each owner or operator required to continuoudy monitor operating
parameters under 863.644 for miscellaneous process vents or under §863.652 and 63.653 ... shdl keep
the records specified in (i)(3)(i) through ()(3)(v) ...", and it says operators mus record dther each
measured data vaue or block averages for 1 hour or shorter periods. Paragraph (i)(3)(iii) requires daily
average vaues of each continuoudy monitored parameter to be calculated and recorded.

9. Question: Can electronic data exchange protocols be established to enable streamlined reporting to
State and local agencies as well asto the EPA?

Answer: Yes. | think that was the whole point of why the alowance for eectronic mediawas put into the
rule. Thekeywordshere are “be established.” | do not think that method is established yet. The States
will probably decide because this rule will be delegated to the States, and will not be implemented and
enforced directly by the EPA. So whatever you come up with will be through the Title V' permit process.
Y oushould be able to work that out withyour State. Y ou can just submit the reports on acomputer disk.

10. Quedtion Would the EPA Regiond offices consder requesting record submittal on demand only, to
avoid having to warehouse large volumes of paper?

Answer: The EPA had at one time thought about just not requiring any reporting whatsoever. It turned
out that this would have conflicted with the Title VV process. Title V of the CAA requires semiannua
reports to show you are in compliance.

11. Question: Therewas one other question about the provisonsin the refinery rule that dlow States and
local agencies to consolidate the reporting and recordkeeping requirements.

Answer: Thiswasdoneto set the tagefor some consolidation of provisonsthat are being worked onright
now. Inthe TitleV permit process, they are working on a policy to alow State agencies to collapse or
consolidate severa overlapping and similar monitoring and recordkeeping requirements into a sngle
requirement to use as your applicable requirement. We are dso working withCMA onapilot project to
consolidate the SOCMI rules and, as part of that process, wetre looking more broadly at the possbility
of setting things up so that States can put their rules into this consolidated rule. Then you could collapse
al the provisonsinto one set of applicable requirementsin the permit.
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REPORTING AND NOTIFICATIONS

1. Quedtion: Isreporting under the Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP (40 CFR 61 Subpart FF) ill
required if aunit is subject to the HON?

Answer: A recent revison to the Refinery MACT (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) dlows
owners/operatorsto comply withonly the requirements of the HON if boththe HON and 40 CFR part 61,
subpart FF apply.

2. Quedtion: Could you provide some examples of pollutantsthat are being controlled, the control device
and, generdly, what records and notices are required?

Answer: The questionhereisto work through an example of avent streamand how it would be controlled
and what you would monitor and what you report and record. | tried to come up with some quick
examples due to limitedtime. One that came to mind immediatdy was the example of an amine scrubber
at your sulfur recovery unit (SRU). Assumethereis athree-phase separator at the front end of the rich
amine three-phase separator and it is floating on the flare.

The pollutants that may be released could be any of the range of light hydrocarbons that are aso HAP.
If you are scrubbing a stream that has that materid in it, or amdl trace concentrations that might get
knocked down, they could vaporize and float up into the flare. The flare then becomes a control device
if the vent off the top of the three-phase separator meetsthe definition of a Group 1 vent. Thenyouwould
have to meet the requirementsin 863.11(b) for the flare (i.e., that there are no visble emissons, that the
heet content of the gas meets the limitsin the Rule, and that the exit

veocity from the flare meets certain limits).

Another example would be the emissions from the vacuum gector on a vacuum tower a the crude unit.
Assume you are venting the tailgas (or hotwell gas) into a flare. 'Y ou would have the same requirements
aswe were talking about with the three-phase separator. Alternatively, you could vent thetailgasinto a
fud gas system, in which case the tallgas disappears from the regulatory scheme because it meets the fue
gas exemption or you could route the tailgas to the firebox of aheater whereit is then defined as a Group
1 miscellaneous process vent, but there are no monitoring/recordkeeping/reporting requirements.

Another dternative isto direct the tailgas to a vent gas stack to control by incineration. In this case, you
would be subject to monitoring the firebox temperature or the catalyst inlet and outlet temperatures. Y ou
would have to record those readings and report any periods of noncompliance.

One of the chdlenges of the rule is that you need to evaduate your unitsto figure out what your vent gas
dreams are, and then take your knowledge of those streams and place those streams into the correct
boxes--not aprocess vent, a Group 1 process vent, a Group 2 process vent. A lot of ustend to think of
aprocess vent as something that you throw away from the process, but we tend to forget thet alot of the
digtillation tower accumulatorswill bleed off into the fuel gas systemor to alow pressure utility gas system.
We tend to forget about knockout drums floating on flare systems, and about vacuum gjectors going to
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blowdown stacks. The chalenge will be to draw an envelope around our process units and find al these
streams and assign them to the right categories.

3. Quedtion: Isimmediate notification required for a SOCMI HON unit shutdown if it does not result in
ay excess emissons? Example: the unit is shut down due to economics, and no maintenance is
performed. If so, please describe the proper reporting requirements.

Answer: This was not the intention. However, the rule could be misconstrued to say otherwise at the
present time. The EPA intends to make a technicd darification to the HON so that thiskind of issueis
addressed. They did not intend for reports to be required for this kind of situation.

4. Quedtion What agencies would want thesereports concerning notificationof process unit shutdown?
To whom do you send the reports?

Answer: That depends on which agency has enforcement authority. If the EPA Administrator (Regiond
office) isthe right place as stated in the regulation, thenyou need to send the report there unless some sort
of delegation has occurred.

5. Quedtion: If you dect to comply with Subpart VV for the MACT LDAR program, can the semiannua
report be incorporated withthe current NSPS semiannua report and be submitted according to the same
schedule currently used?

Answer: Yes, but you haveto look carefully through 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, the Genera Provisions, for
the exact approval provisoninthat regulationbecauseit does dlowfor a State to coordinate the scheduling
of required reports.

6. Quedtion Are performance evauations for continuous monitoring systems reported in the notification
of compliance datus the same as the RATA's under NSPS rules? (p. 234) If o, is this a redundant
Federd reporting requirement?

Answer: Probably not. The NSPS gpply to criteria pollutants and the MACT Rulesarefor hazardous air
pollutants. Although sometimes there is an overlap (e.g., benzeneisa HAP and dso a VOC), | think it
would be unlikely that the overlap would be so strong that the test youare performing for HAP would be
the exact same test you would run when looking for the NSPS criteria pollutants. It was not long ago that
they findly came up with aformd spedification for VOC. So there are not alot of them that | know of.
The RATA test should be fairly smilar.

Suchreporting requirements have not been identified as a problem. There may be some cases whenyour
miscellaneous process vent hastwo different requirements--a20 ppm HAP threshold and a VOC limit--if
you have dready done a performance test and can prove Group 2 status with that, | cannot see why you
would have to do another one.
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However, | would cautionyou about doing things like a Group 2 determinationbased onalab andyss and
just putting the lab andysisinto your Lotus spreadsheet and then throwing it away and keeping the Lotus
Spreadsheet. Someone might come back one day and ask wherethe X parts per million HAP camefrom.
So you would need that andlyss, but al youneed isjust one completerecord. Thereisno requirement to
have dua records, and the ideaof going to an eectronic format is just to help people save those records.

7. Question: Does the natificationof compliance status gpply to the source's Satus as of August 18, 1998
or for the period from the proposa date to August 1998?

Answer: Thisreportisredly intended for the performancetest results, etc. Thefirdt report isfor a6-month
period, that short period of time before the compliance date, so you have about 3 months to prepare the
report. 'Y ou do not need to submit your long equipment lesk history or any kind of long set of recordsand
you do not have to submit a complete history of your plan.

8. Quedtion What isthe purpose of submitting al these reports when nobody |ooks at them, and they just
collect dust at the agency?

Answer: Thereisavdid reason for requesting some reporting, and the rules do not require you to report
everything.

Inmost of the rules| have been involved with, we (EPA) have tried to only require reporting of those things
that are most important for figuring out whether or not people are on theright track and to receive some
form of informationd status. Clearly there is room for improvement on what is reported. When we
prepared the HON aswel asthe Refinery Rule, we eva uated what needed to be reported. For example,
wedo not require youto submit every performance test as was done in the NSPS. Thereisno reasonfor
submitting redundant Method 18 tests on thousands of different things. The Agency needs to know that
the ideais okay, and then receive some summary information.

Some enforcement officesdo look at these reports. Onereasonthey liketo have certaininformation isthat
it gives them an indication as to who might be misinterpreting requirements and potentialy having along-
term violation. They aso use this information to identify facilities for ingpections. And, of course, this
information is aso sometimes a basis for enforcement action.

9. Quedtion: Istherean estimate of thetime needed to fulfill the reporting and recordkeeping requirements,
excluding the LDAR portion of the Refinery MACT?

Answer: You should look at the information collection request (ICR); about one-third of the burden is
associated with the non-LDAR requirements. In calculating the burden, the EPA assumed that very few
ventswould go to acontrol devicethat required monitoring; i.e., most ventswould go to afud gassystems
or boilers.

10. Question: Are quarterly reports for emissions averaging required if there are no exceptions during the
quarter?
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Answer: You aredtill required to submit your periodic reports because you have to report the creditsand
debits caculations. Consult 863.654(g)(8) for this provison.

11. Quedion: Istheinitid notification required 120 days after promulgation; i.e., after August 18, 19957?
Answer: No. Thereisno initid notification required.

12. Quedtion: Are LDAR reports to be included with the periodic reports or should they be submitted
Separately?

Answer: The LDAR reports are to be included. Y ou should take alook at the Federal Register (60 FR
18030), which says you are alowed to incorporate the LDAR reports with the periodic reports.

13. Quedtion: Will the Refinery MACT rule diminate redundant reporting?

Answer: My opinion is that some redundant reporting has been iminated. For example, the EPA has
giventhe States the authoritytowaive certainrequirementsor to consolidate requirements. Thereare some
provisonsin the Generd Provisons aswell that dlow some consolidation.

14. Question: Ismonitoring of cooling towers covered anywhere under Refinery MACT?

Answer: No, itisnot covered under thisrule. Thereisaseparate cooling tower MACT rule (40 CFR 63,
Subpart Q). Inthe HON, thereis a provision that requires sources to monitor leaks of processfluid into
the cooling water, which is under discussonin the HON litigation. Basicdly, the idea there was to do
something to bring about repair of leaks of processfluid into your cooler water. For the refinery Stuation,
you need to be concerned about the BWON (40 CFR 61, Subpart FF). The BWON picks up any of
those Situations, and youwould have to comply withit under the BWON trestment requirementsif you do
have aleak that exceeds 10 parts per million benzene in the water.

15. Quedtion: Do periodic reports for storage tanks replace NSPS reports (e.g., Subpart Kb, etc.)? Or
are these reports submitted in addition to the NSPS reports?

Answer: You haveto comply according to which rule takes precedence. However, recent revisonsto
the MACT rule have (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) made storage vessel reporting requirement smilar
for the various gpplicable rules. For example, if your tank must comply with Subpart Kb, previoudy, you
would report every gap measurement, not just when you are out of compliance. Previoudy, this report
would be submitted within 60 days of inspecting. The recent revisions to the rule alows reports of
ingpections required by Subpart Kb to be included with periodic reports and only require reports of rim
sedl measurements when measured gaps or calculated gap areas exceed limits specified in Subpart Kb.

16. Quedtion In reference to periodic reporting being optional, can you give an example of when a
periodic report isand is not required?

65



Answer: You need to report any time you have a compliance exception listed in §863.654(g)(1) through
(9)(6). However, because LDAR reports are consolidated with periodic reports, youwill dways have to
submit aperiodic report. Thereis no circumstance under which you would not have to submit aperiodic

report.

17. Quedtion: In 863.640(m)(1), thereisarequirement to submit acompliance schedule for changes that
move a" Group 2" emisson point toa"Group 1" emissionpoint within 180 days after the change is made,
or the information regarding the change is known to the source. Why is the phrase, "or the information
regarding the change is known to the source’ necessary when up to 3 yearsis given to bring the changed
emisson point into compliance with the existing source standards? If 3 yearsis dlowed for compliance,
why mugt the 180-day clock begin ticking before the change actualy occurs? What would condtitute
information regarding the change being known to a source?

Answer: My opinion is that the EPA's intent is-the emphads is on the "as expeditioudy as possble’--
"compliance as expeditioudy as possible," and not the "up to three years.” Aslong as you have received
information that your Group 2 emission point will change into a Group 1 emisson point, | believeit isthe
EPA's intent that you submit a compliance schedule as soon as possible. And they have provided 180
days.

And what would congtitute information regarding the change being known to a source? 1t would redly be
any type of information; e.g., if youareinformed by your plant operation personne that something may be
changing. Sotome, itisany type of information that would be avalladle.

18. Quedtion Please explain the waived initid natification reporting requirement for Refinery MACT.
How isthis different from the HON?

Answer: Oneof theprimary intentsof theinitia notification isthat the regulatory agencieswill know which
fadlitiesarein fact subject to therule. Refinery MACT redly coversmost of the exidting refineries; asfar
aswe know, al of them. (Theremay be afew that are under the 25/10 tpy limit.) So theserefineriesare
dl published inthe trade journas and people know wherethe refineries are, so that*sthe reasonfor waving
that reporting requiremen.

19. Quedion Do we use the SOCMI HON reports and frequencies if that option is chosen or,
dternatively, do we submit NSPS reports and thar frequenciesif the NSPS option is chosen? How do
these reports interact with Refinery MACT reports?

Answer: | think that the EPA has taken care of thisin the find rule and they have consolidated their
requirements, the reference isto the SOCMI HON section, but this has been modified to be morein line
withthe NSPS reporting requirements. So it is basically the same frequency as NSPS and the same kind
of report. If anybody finds any incongastency, we would like to know about it because that will be
something that we will want to discuss with the EPA as we are streamlining the reporting requirements.
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These reports are part of the Refinery MACT reports.  For the initid report or the semiannua reports,
people have asked about the level of detail that is necessary. | do not think that anybody wantsto seedl
the details of your monitoring and the exact vaues monitored for eachindividua component inyour facility
(adthough we recognize that some loca agencies require that). | think what the EPA has envisoned is a
summary focusing on the exceptions or the exceedances.

20. Quedtion: If anew Group 1 emissonpoint isadded or created after the August 18, 1998 compliance
date, when is the notification of compliance status report for that point to be submitted?

Answer: A recent revison to the Refinery MACT (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) dlowsthe notification
of compliance status report for anew Group 1 emissonpoint to be included inthe periodic report for the
reporting period in which the Group 1 emisson point was added. Similarly, if astorage vessd is brought
into compliance after August 18, 1998, the natification of compliance status report for the vessel is now
to be included in the periodic report for the reporting period in which the vessel was brought into
compliance. Thereport isto include alist of Group 1 storage vessdls and either the actua or anticipated
date of compliance for each vessd.
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MISCELLANEOUS
1. Quedtion: Who can sgn the certification of the need for shutdown?

Answer: The Rule does not specify any particular Sgnature authority. Thereisnothing likethe TitleV type
of certification. But the rule doesimply that the Signature has to be by someone of supervisory capacity,
not just the operator’s. The Sgnature does not have to be from a plant manager or company VP, but
someone other than just the person that is doing the monitoring. Somebody has to confirm that there was
a need to do a shutdown so that, in case it ever gets questioned an inspection Situation, there will be
somebody that can document that they went through the analysis.

A recent revison to the rule (63 FR 44135, August 18, 1998) alows the name of the person making the
decison to delay the equipment leak repairs to be recorded instead of requiring a signature.

2. Quedtion: For MTBE a arefinery, how much MTBE is needed to qudify it as the primary product?

Answer: Let’ shypotheticaly say you havefour output streams on the unit and none of them arerecyclable,
they are legitimately four different product streams. Assume one output is 30 percent and then divide up
the remaining 70 percent. In this case, the predominant stream (30 percent) is the primary product. Itis
important to note that the primary stream does not necessarily have to be greater than50 percent (e.g., a
unit with four output streams).

3. Quedion How do you incorporate the MACT/HON standard into your facility’s Title V' permit,
especidly for MACT standards withfuture requirementswith known effective dates? Would it be proper
to detaill a compliance schedule (with milestones) to achieve or would it be correct to make a generd
gatement that compliance will be achieved by the effective date without any commitment to interim
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting for the interim period (until the effective date)?

Answer: | would specify interim dates and, of course, you can dways provide additiond detail on your
compliance schedule.

The question about milestones raises the issue of whether these are enforceable dates of construction,
possible congruction, or other issues that you are committing yoursdf to. Y ou do not want to provide
those dates unless you think that you can meet those dates. If you are using the waiver provisions, there
are milestone requirements in the Genera Provisions that you would have to provide a that time.

Y ouneed to consider the timeline for compliance either when submittingyour Title V' permit or at least have
atimdine on file. Some of the things you need to include in the timeline are when things will be built,
natificationrequirementsif you are making compliance demonstrations, or some constructions associated
withthe issuesthat you have to makethose natifications. These dates are important to have set accurately
and you will be submitting those if your engineering firm can provide you an exact date when your
congtruction is going to be begin. However, | do not see that being a specific requirement at thistime.
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So you need a gross statement of whether compliance will be achieved by the effective date. Now, if you
have some interim dates that you know are going to be in there, particularly for the fugitive emissons
program, and you redlize that you have some prior notifications, you want to make surethat the agency is
aware that youare knowledgesble about those. Y ou may not want to give a specific date but you should
make the natification in accordance with the Generd Provisions prior to a compliance test.

4. Question Please define aclosed vent system.

Answer: A closed vent system is a system used to convey gases or vapors from a piece of regulated
equipment, such as a pressure relief valve, to a control device. The system is made out of hesting and
ventilation type duct work, or it may be ANSI piping. Some of the old rules had a requirement that you
had to obtain an annud certification that you were getting dl the required materid to the control device.
The certification was the result of enforcement personne finding afacility where a stream was subject to
control and the conveyance system had ahole init. | have been a facilities where there was a pneumdtic
conveyor for particulate that was in essence shooting arsenic dl over ahillsde because there was ahole
inthetube. But that type of conveyancesystemisnot redly likely or prevadent in the refinery or chemica
industry.

As areault of some data that we have received over the years, some problems have arisen with the
Equipment Lesk Rule resulting in somebody ingsting thet the entire refinery was a control device. Over
the years we have tried to make this moreworkable whichisthe reasonwe put a provisonin Subpart VV
and in the Refinery MACT Rule making it clear that if you are sending a stream to afud gas system, the
fud gas system is not a control device and does not make the whole refinery subject to the 500 ppm no
detectable emission provision.

5. Question: What condtitutes a control device; e.g., can adrum be considered a control device?

Answer: It dependsupon what ismeant by "drum.” Typicaly, in most of therulesand in SubpartsVV and
H, a control device is defined as a vapor recovery device, a condenser, or an incinerator-type system.
However, if by drum you mean a can containing carbon, that would be a control device. But if you mean
adrum such as a knockout pot, most people would not call that a control device. It hasto be some type
of active system.

6. Quedion Isthereagood API or other guidance document concerning what should be in a artup,
shutdown, and mafunction plan?

Answer: No. The gartup, shutdown, and mafunction requirements in the Generad Provisons are fairly
short. Theideaisnot to dictate every section and every point that you would want to make in your plan,
but to leave it to the owner or operator to determine what is appropriate to include within genera
guiddines. There is language in the preamble or possbly the Rule itsef which says sandard operating
procedures (SOP's), if they are appropriate to the SSMP, may be incorporated. The plan itself may be
the standard operating procedures if infact the SOP's contain everything that the owner or operator thinks
should go into the SSMP.
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7. Quedtion: When controlling miscellaneous process vents by use of aprocess heeter that is greater than
150 million BTU's per hour, would a permit revision be needed to reclassify the process heater as an
incinerator?

Answer: The Refinery MACT Rule does not require reclassfication of a heater by putting a vent stream
into a heater. However, it may depend onwhereyouarelocated or what your permitting agency requires.
That would be a question for that permitting agency.

8. Question: Doesthe SSMP apply to control devices, e.g., flares, therma oxidizers, etc., or to specific
process units? Pleaseilludrate.

Answer: Thereisone sentence in the Generd Provisions, 863.6(e)(3)(i), that essentidly saysitdl: "The
owner or operator of an affected source shal develop and implement a written startup, shutdown, and
mafunction plan that describes, in detall, procedures for operating and maintaining the source during
periods of startup, shutdown, and mafunction and a program of corrective action for mafunctioning
process and ar pollution control equipment used to comply with the rdlevant sandard.” Of course, the
affected source is the entire refinery.

At our company, it isour plan to divide up our refinery into some type of business units or operating units
that make sense and have separate SSM P's for those specific areas of the refinery (the regulationdoes not
preclude usfrom doing this). To write one plan for afully integrated large refinery would be voluminous
and would have parts of it that are not gpplicable to specific units in the refinery. How you write your
SSMP is up to you and what pieces of equipment you include in that plan is l&ft up to the owner or
operator, depending upon which pieces are affected by the Rule.

9. Quedion Would mgor reconstruction taken during turnarounds trigger the need for a permit
modification?

Answer: Part of the definition of "recongruction™ in the General Provisonsreads. “Recondruction means
the replacement of components of an affected or aprevioudy unaffected stationary source to such an extent
that the fixed capita cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost that would
be required to congtruct a comparable new source.”

This definition issmilar to the NSPS definitionfor reconstruction. Thekey hereisthat the affected source
is the entire refinery.  So you must evaluate each case individudly and determine if you exceed that 50
percent threshold.

10. Quedtion: Do the following stuations qudify as “mdfunctions’ for the purpose of implementing the
gartup, shutdown, and mafunction plan?

(1) A tank sed with seal gapsin excess of dlowable amounts? No.
(2) A lesking component in your fugitive emisson monitoring program? No.
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(3) Downtime on a continuous emission monitoring system required by the MACT? This depends on
the reason for your downtime; e.g., isthe CEMS madfunctioning or isit due to cdibration error?

11. Question: Areloading racksfor diesd, jet fud, or lube ail subject to Refinery MACT or other ar
rules?

Answer: Some of these liquids are likely to be covered under the Organic Liquid Digtribution MACT,
whichisdated for the year 2000. However, thereare someaviation fuesthat may be covered by Gasoline
Digribution MACT. You have to look at that rule for the definition of gasoline. There may be some
aviation fuds that meet the definition of gasoline and, if so, they would be covered under Gasoline
Didribution MACT. In some States, loading rack emissons may be controlled under State or loca rules,
too. Soin generd, there may be some other ar rulesthat gpply to some of these other organic liquids and
to loading racks.

12. Quedtion: Clarify the difference between the two HAP ligscontaining 189 and 28 entries. 1sthe 189
list gpplicable to the whole source and the 28 gpplicable to each individual process unit?

Answer: The 189 lig in the Clean Air Act is used to determine whether or not you are amgor source
under the dfinitionsinsection 112. The Refinery MACT rulerequiresyou to do certain thingsfor streams
that contain the 28 specific HAPsthat arein Table 1 of the refinery rule. Those 28 HAP trigger some of
the specific applicability criteria. For example, one could possibly have a lot of inorganic materid in a
streamthat isnot relevant to thisrule. So youwould consder that in the applicability criteriaunder thisrule.

13. Quedtion The EPA has successfully used Question and Answer Documents to answer unresolved
issues on fuelsissues. Currently, the EPA is responding to industry questions on fuds issues by posting
responses on the Agency's Electronic Bulletin Board. s the EPA consdering a Smilar mechanism to
respond to industry questions on the Refinery MACT?

Answer: There has been a suggestion for the EPA to use andectronic bulletin board to publishand make
everyone aware of any clarifications and changesto the rule. | certainly cannot see any reason why this
could not bedone. Thisactivity would take place on the Technology Transfer Network (TTN). We have
aligt of tentative corrections (inthe workshop manua), and that*s the type of materid that could easily be
put onthe TTN system.

14. Question: Does "hexane" aslided in the refinery rule, refer to dl isomersof hexane or isit just in N-
hexane?

Answer: We had someonein our toxicology group look into what islisted in the statute--the toxicity data
that were used when the compounds were listed. What was found is that this applies only to N-hexane.
We will be preparing amemo and may be able to place this information on the TTN soon to darify this

point.
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15. Question: A provisonof the Genera Provisons of part 63 referenced by the Refinery MACT require
continuous monitoring systemsto be ingtdled and calibrated according to the manufacturer’ s specifications.
It is not dways possible or desrable to install and calibrate equipment in exact accordance with the
manufacturer’ s specifications. What flexibility is provided for casesinwhichthe inddlationand cdibration
must be tailored for aspecific gpplication or not al of the manufacturer’ s specifications are required to be
met to ensure proper ingdlation and cdlibration?

Answer: A recent revison to the Refinery MACT (63 FR 44135, Augug 18, 1998) expanded the
requirements for ingdling and cdibrating equipment to alow procedures other thanthose specified by the
manufacturer to be followed. The procedures must be written and must ensure that the equipment will
monitor accurately.

16. Sulfur plant vents are exempt from the provisionsfor miscellaneous process vents per 63.641. Doyou
intend sulfur plants to be equivaent to sulfur recovery units, and are amine tregting units included in the
sulfur plant exemption?

Answer: "Sulfur plant vents' are excluded from the definition of "'miscellaneous process vents' in 40 CFR
63, subpart CC. The miscellaneous process vent provisions are intended to control emissions of organic
HAPsfromrdativdy samdl vents that can be piped to nearby process heatersor other combustiondevices
to oxidize the organic HAPs. Sulfur plant vents, whichare not as eesily controlled, are being covered under
the second refinery MACT rule.

Subpart CC applies to amine units and amine units are not considered to be part of the sulfur plant.
Therefore, process ventsfromamine unitsmust be controlled if the HAP content exceeds the requirements
dipulated in the rule.

17. How do you suggest the Division enforce “as soon as’ pursuant to 63.119(c)(4)?

Answer: The"assoon as' provison is another commonsenserequirement. What we are trying to get at
isthat emissons are minimized by filling "continuoudy and as soon as possible”. It would beimpossibleto
give aset time frame in the regulation due to the infinite number of tank sizes and Stuaions under which
filling occurs

The wording of the provison, that the process of filling, emptying, or refilling "shal be continuous and shdll
be accomplished as soon aspossible" impliesthat the activity of filling, refilling, or emptying avessd mugt
meet both criteria (i.e., "continuous’ and "as soon as possible’). The phrase "as soon as possible” is
included in the provisons to account for Situations where a source has difficulty with continuoudy filling,
refilling, or emptyingavessd. Theinterpretation of the phraseisultimately determined by theimplementing

agency.
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List of Acronyms

ANSI American Nationa Standards Inditute
API American Petroleum Inditute

AQMD Air Qudity Management Didrict

BWON Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP
CEMS continuous emisson monitoring system
CFR Code of Federd Regulations

CMS continuous monitoring system

CSl Common Sense Initigtive

CTG Control Techniques Guiddine

EPA Environmentd Protection Agency
FCCU fluidized cataytic cracking unit

HAP hazardous air pollutant(s)

HON Hazardous Organic NESHAP

LDAR leak detection and repair

MACT maximum achievable control technology
MTBE methyl tert-butyl ether

NESHAP nationa emisson standards for hazardous air pollutants
NSPS new source performance standards
ORD Office of Research and Development (EPA)
PRPU petroleum refining process unit

PRV pressure relief vent

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PTE potentid to emit

RACT reasonably available control technology
RATA Rdative Accuracy Test Audits

SIC Standard Industrid Classfication

SIP State Implementation Plan

SOCMI gynthetic organic chemica manufacturing industry
SRU sulfur recovery unit

SSMP gartup, shutdown, and mafunction plan
TTN Technology Transfer Network

VOC volatile organic compound(s)
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Federal Regulations Referred to in this Document

40 CFR 60, Subpart J

40 CFR 60, Subpart V'V

40 CFR 60, Subpart GGG

40 CFR 60, Subpart QQQ

40 CFR 61, Subpart J

40 CFR 61, Subpart V

40 CFR 61, Subpart Y

40 CFR 61, Subpart FF
40 CFR 63, Subpart A

40 CFR 63, Subpart F -

40 CFR 63, Subpart G

40 CFR 63, Subpart H

- Standards of Performance for Petroleum Refineries

- Standards of Performance for Equipment Lesks of VOC in
Synthetic Organic Chemica Manufacturing Industry

- Standards of Performance for Equipment Lesks of VOC in
Petroleum Refineries

- Standards of Performance for VOC Emissions from Petroleum
Refinery Wagtewater Systems

- Nationa Emisson Standards for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive
Emisson Sources) of Benzene

- Nationd Emisson Standard for Equipment Legks (Fugitive
Emission Sources)

- Nationd Emisson Standard for Benzene Emissons from
Benzene Storage VessHls

- Nationa Emission Standards for Benzene Waste Operations
- Generd Provisons

Nationd Emisson Standards for Organic Hazardous Air Pollutants
from the Synthetic Organic Chemica Manufacturing Industry

- National Emisson Standards for Organic Hazardous Air
Pallutants from the Synthetic Organic Chemicd Manufacturing
Industry for Process Vents, Storage Vessdls, Transfer
Operations, and Wastewater

- Nationd Emisson Standards for Organic Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Equipment Lesks
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FEDERAL REGULATIONS REFERRED TO IN THIS DOCUMENT

40 CFR 63, Subpart |

40 CFR 63, Subpart R

40 CFR 63, Subpart Y

40 CFR 63, Subpart CC

40 CFR 63, Subpart DD

(Concluded)

Nationd Emisson Standards for Organic Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Certain Processes Subject to the Negotiated
Regulation for Equipment Lesks

Nationa Emisson Standards for Gasoline Digtribution Facilities
(Bulk Gasoline Terminds and Pipeline Bregkout Stations)

National Emisson Standards for Marine Tank Vessdl Loading
Operations

Nationd Emisson Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Petroleum Refineries

Nationa Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants from
Off-Site Waste and Recovery Operations
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